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The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between an individual’s
involvement in Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs) and his or her propensity for philanthropic
giving to the institute or its host college or university. The dataset was acquired through a survey
administered to eleven Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLIs) in the United States. Data
analysis was conducted on seven research questions which explored how the length, type, and
frequency of participation, as well as the level of satisfaction, commitment, and feelings of
community may relate to an LLI participant’s inclination to donate. The findings of this study
reveal these areas do influence the inclination to donate, regardless of alumni status. The results of
this study encourage OLLI stakeholders to consider the findings during program and strategic
planning.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Overview
This study proposes to examine the relationship between an individual’s involvement in
Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs) and his or her propensity for philanthropic giving to the
institute or its host collegeor university. This chapter introduces the study by presenting the
background of the research problem; the purpose of the study and research questions; the
significance of the study; and an overview of the methodology including delimitations and
limitations. Key terms used throughout the study are defined, and the chapter concludes with an
outline of the overall organization of the study.

Background of the Problem
Higher education is an expensive enterprise, according to Bowen (1980), “each
institution raises all the money it can” and “each institution spends all it raises” (p.20). In the
seemingly endless quest for additional funding, some colleges and universities have determined
that Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs) might be a good investment. These colleges and
universities have recognized the population and societal trends in the United States and are
developing LLIs in order to meet the perceived educational needs of an emerging population.
This growing population of well-educated older adults, who will compose the voting and power
majority of our society, may represent a new philanthropic opportunity for higher education.
This opportunity can be examined through the theory of organization-public relationships
(Broom, Casey, and Ritchey, 2000).
LLIs have emerged at colleges and universities throughout the United States as a
response to the interests of an aging educated population and changing demographic trends.
These LLIs are typically reflective of the local community and provide opportunities for both the
older adult and the institution. Young (1992) comments, “These programs vary greatly in titles,
1

location with the institution’s table of organization, administration, structure curricular formats,
and subject matter, size, cost, fee arrangements, and physical location, and in almost every other
way imaginable” (p. 25). Although there is great variety in program structure, each of these
programs represents a financial possibility for its sponsoring college or university. Miller (1992),
supporting this idea, asserts that “elder learners will seek to actively use the institution’s
intellectual, artistic, and recreational resources… [while LLIs] may also stimulate their members
to become patrons of the institution and, in time and with greater understanding, be motivated to
share their material resources” (p. 4). The participants in these LLIs may become strong financial
supporters of the colleges and universities in which they are housed and thereby help their host
institution.
As the first broadly well-educated generation in the history of the US is beginning to
retire, their continued desire to learn has the potential to positively impact their alma maters and
local education providers. By creating LLIs in response to their new demand for continuing
education, higher education institutions will be able to take advantage of the resulting
philanthropic opportunities.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between an individual’s
involvement in Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs) and his or her propensity for philanthropic
giving to the institute or its host collegeor university. The study will be guided by the following
research questions:
Does length of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its hosting college/university?
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Does an alumni relationship with the host college or university predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host collegeor university?
Does the type of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Does the frequency of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Does level of satisfaction with a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Does perceived commitment to an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to
donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Does a perceived communal relationship with a LLI predict variance in individuals’
inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Conceptual Framework
Road Scholar (formerly Elderhostel) indicates that they have “built the largest network of
Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs) across the U.S., helping adults pursue their love of learning
close to home and facilitating the development of new curriculum and collaboration among our
network of hundreds of LLIs.” They go on to state that they “work closely with the
administrators and members of the more than 400 LLIs in our network to develop and share
educational resources that help fulfill our shared educational missions.” These LLIs have been
developing since 1962 (Kim and Merriam, 2004), and many aspects of their participants have
been researched. These aspects include concepts such as motivation of participants (Lamb and
Brady, 2005, Linnehan and Naturale, 1998, Kim and Merriam, 2004), preferred instructional
methods (Clark, Fochs Heller, Rafman, and Walker, 1997, Hiemstra, 1998, Merriam, 2001), and
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the creation of LLI programs (Miller, 1992). However, there has been minimal research on the
potential philanthropic opportunities inherent in the creation of a LLI at a college or university.
The use of organization-public relationship theory can help to illuminate this opportunity for
higher education and will serve as a foundation for examining the dynamics of this philanthropic
opportunity. A concise definition of organization-public relationship theory was provided by
Broom, Casey, and Ritchey,
Organization-public relationships are represented by the patterns of interaction,
transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its publics. These
relationships have properties that are distinct from the identities, attributes, and
perceptions of the individuals and social collectivities in the relationships. Though
dynamic in nature, organization public relationships can be described as a single point in
time and tracked over time. (p. 18)
Jo, Hon, and Brunner utilized organization-public relationship theory in their 2004 study
titled Organisation–Public Relationships: Measurement Validation in a University Setting. They
attempted to “test empirically Hon and Grunig’s proposed organisation–public relationship
instrument” (p. 14). Organization-public relationship theory also was used by Waters in 2008 “to
measure the relationships non-profit organisations develop with their annual giving and major
gift donors and to compare the differences between the giving levels” (p. 75).
Significance of the Study
Although there have been both qualitative and quantitative studies done of LLIs as an
emerging phenomenon in higher education, the available literature which examines the
relationship between the LLI provider and the LLI participant is scarce. The researcher will
provide a brief history and commentary on the growth of LLIs both in the United States and
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globally, investigate differing program structures of LLIs, and explore motivation factors for
participation. An exploration of Organization-Relationship Theory allows the researcher to
situate the exploration of the relationship between individual participants of an LLI and their host
institution.
By reviewing the growth and structures of LLIs, exploring the relationships that LLI
participants develop with their host institutions, and examining member inclination to donate to
host institutions, researchers may become more informed about the potential for increased
philanthropy. In addition, LLI program administrators can better articulate the potential for their
programs within the structure of the host institution.
Overview of the Methodology
This study relies on a quantitative, predictive, nonexperimental design to “describe and
measure the degree or association (or relationship) between two or more variables” (Creswell,
2014, p. 12); and to “generalize from a sample to a population so that inferences can be made
about some characteristic, attitude, or behavior of this population” (p.146). Given the
relationship construct between individuals and organizations, an experimental design is neither
feasible nor advisable. The survey will be cross-sectional, in that data will be collected from
multiple participants in different locations at one point in time. Gay and Airasian state that, “a
cross-sectional survey involves the collection of data from selected individuals in a single time
period” (Gay & Airasian, p. 279). Cross-sectional design is identified by Cresswell as one that
will “examine current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices” (2008, p. 389). He goes on to
explain that “attitudes, beliefs, and opinions are ways in which individuals think about issues,
whereas practices are their actual behaviors” (2008, pp.389-390). This survey will compare both
the participants’ beliefs and their behaviors regarding their individual experiences with Lifelong
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Learning Institutes. This study will use various statistical analyses to compare composite
variables with selected demographic variable and regression analysis for predictive purposes and
to answer the identified research questions.
Delimitations and Limitations
The delimitations of this study “are those characteristics that limit the scope and define
the boundaries” (Simon, M. K. 2011, p.2). Although there are many forms of lifelong learning
programs, and they are found at nearly all types of colleges and universities, the researcher has
chosen to delimit the study by focusing on Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes, those funded by
the Bernard Osher Foundation and which are required as a result of their funding to make annual
reports to the Bernard Osher Foundation and also engage in fundraising activities. This
delimitation will ensure that potential participants at least have had some exposure or familiarity
with the fundraising construct. As a result, the generalizability of this study is limited to Osher
Lifelong Learning Institutes. In addition Hon and Grunig’s Organization-Public Relationship
Theory will serve as a delimiter to provide a specific lens through with to view the connections
of individual LLI participants to their LLIs.
Limitations refer to conditions that restrict or weaken generalizability because they
cannot be controlled as part of the design. This study relies upon survey research. “Survey
research is a non-experimental research approach used to gather information about the incidence
and distribution of, and the relationships that exist between, variables in a predetermined
population. Its uses include the gathering of data related to attitudes, behaviours and the
incidence of events. For most modern researchers sample surveys are more cost effective and
easier to undertake than population surveys when gathering information; however, this increases
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the risk of both representation and measurement errors” (Coughlan, Cronin, & Ryan, 2009,
p.10).
This study is limited to the LLI participants who agree to participate and complete the
online survey. Each participant’s familiarity with his or her college or university serves as
another limitation to this study.
Definition of Terms
Several terms used in the study may be unfamiliar to the reader. These are defined here in
alphabetical order to clarify the specific meaning of terms and to reduce misconceptions.
Alumni Status indicates whether or not an LLI participant is an alumnus of the host
college or university.
Feelings of community refers to the sense of belonging that LLIs engender in participants
in relationship to the host college or university.
Give and inclination to give refer to the willingness of an LLI participant to donate
financially to the host college or university.
Institute for Learning in Retirement (ILR) refers to a group of older learners typically
gathered at a college or university in classes of their own for the pursuit of knowledge. This term
is synonymous with Lifelong Learning Institute and Learners of the Third Age.
Learners of the Third Age refers to a group of older learners typically gathered at a
college or university in classes of their own for the pursuit of knowledge. This term is
synonymous with Institute for Learning in Retirement and Lifelong Learning Institute.
Lifelong Learning Institute (LLI) refers to a group of older learners typically gathered at a
college or university in classes of their own for the pursuit of knowledge. This term is
synonymous with Institute for Learning in Retirement and Learners of the Third Age.
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Older Learners are defined as anyone who attends a Lifelong Learning Institute.
Organization of the Study
This chapter provided an overview of the study by introducing the research problem, the
questions the study will address, and the methodology that will be used. The next chapter,
“Literature Review,” discusses the relevant areas of scholarship, writing, and theoretical
constructs that provide the context and foundation for the study. Chapter three, “Methodology,”
describes the research design in detail.
The completed study will contain two additional chapters. Chapter four, “Data Analysis,”
will present and analyze the data collected, and Chapter five, “Discussion, Conclusion and
Recommendations,” will synthesize and apply the results to address the study’s research
questions, discuss these results in the context of the underlying research problem, and develop
implications for theory and practice. The completed study will conclude with suggestions for
future research.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
This chapter provides a review of selected literature related to the study. It begins with a
comprehensive overview of the history and philosophy of lifelong learning, defining the term
and laying out the theoretical foundations of adult learning and older adult learning. Next it
reviews the emergence of formalized programs for older learners, offering a typology of
programs for older learners according to key categories of program characteristics.
Generalizations from the typology are considered. Then, focusing on one program type for adult
learners, the chapter presents the historical evolution of Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs),
discussing who participates in LLIs and why, the learning that occurs there, and what societal
needs are filled by LLIs.
History & Philosophy of Lifelong Learning
This section defines lifelong learning and presents the history, growth, and philosophy of
the lifelong learning program movement in the context of Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs).
Lifelong learning is defined by the U.S. Department of Education National Center for Education
Statistics (2000) as “at its broadest and most theoretical level [as] a process or system through
which individuals are able and willing to learn at all stages of life, from preschool years through
old age” (p. 4). This definition serves the U. S. Department of Education purposes, but the phrase
“lifelong learning” has also become a euphemism specifically to describe and define education
for older adults in the United States, to replace synonymous phrases that used words such as
“senior” or “elder” primarily because “programs targeted specifically toward seniors or older
adults would…[not] catch their attention because they [do not]… identify themselves as part of
that population. Terms such as “third age” and “lifelong learning” are [more] appealing to older
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adults across age cohorts because they imply a continuum of learning” (American Council on
Education, 2008, p. 3). Throughout this study, the term “lifelong learning” is used exclusively to
refer to education for older adults.
Theoretical Foundations of Adult Learning and Older Adult Learning
Within the United States, Malcolm Knowles is largely credited with developing and
popularizing andragogy: the central component of adult learning theory. Andragogy: Adult and
continuing education, according to Merriam and Brockett (2007), can be defined as “activities
intentionally designed for the purpose of bringing about learning among those whose age, social
roles, or self-perception, define them as adults” (p. 8). In the United States, adult education is
often associated with adult learning theory, “a mosaic of theories, models, set of principles, and
explanations that combined, compose the knowledge base of adult learning . . . two important
pieces of that mosaic are andragogy and self-directed learning” (Merriam, 2003, p.3). The
concept is frequently used to refer to postsecondary education or training that is intended for
adults who are beyond the age range of traditional undergraduate college students (18-25) or
traditional graduate students (25-34). Andragogy’s central premise is that adults learn differently
from children. The theory “presents core principals of adult learning that in turn enable those
designing and conducting adult learning to build more effective learning processes for adults”
(Knowles, Hilton & Swanson, 2005, p. 2).
Although the theory of andragogy is firmly rooted and has a wide following, it remains a
contested concept. In their introduction to the seventh edition of The Adult Learner, Knowles,
Holton, and Swanson (2011) comment, “Since the earliest days, adult educators have debated
what andragogy really is…it has been described as a set of guidelines (Merriam, 1993), a
philosophy (Pratt, 1993), a set of assumptions (Brookfield, 1986), or a theory (Knowles, 1989)”
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(p. 1). More recently, andragogy is being recast as simply “student-directed learning” and now
represents just one of a range of teaching approaches (from teacher-directed to student-directed)
that may be used with any individual, with its appropriateness determined more by content and
context than by age (Hanson, 1996; Merriam, Cafarella & Baumgartner, 2007).
Gerontagogy: Older Adult Learning
Often thought of as distinct subset or outgrowth of adult education, the theoretical
foundation of education for older adults is somewhat more difficult to identify within the
literature. In Education for older adults, Glendenning (2001) made a profound statement about
the literature surrounding the origins and purposes of education for older adults,
Throughout this process there has been the unspoken assumption that education is ‘a
good thing’ and that is why we engage in it. This does not begin to answer the question of
legitimation, or lack of it. One reason for this failure to develop is that the body of
knowledge about third age education has never got beyond the anecdotal. What has never
been a priority is the exploration with older learners as to why, for some, education in
later life has proved to be an essential ongoing experience. Nor have those who have
facilitated learning for older people been persuaded to reflect on their own experience
and so to share their views about content, process and methodology with a wider
audience. There still is no such accessible body of knowledge from which it is possible to
draw realistic conclusions. (p. 68)
In this statement, Glendenning hits upon the silently pervasive societal attitudes
concerning the value of older adults. As he points out, society assumes it is a valuable practice to
educate individuals throughout much of their lifespans. For example, early childhood education
(in pre-schools or in the home) is widely practiced in the United States, and elementary and
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secondary education is compulsory from ages five through eighteen. Post-secondary education,
although not compulsory, has reached levels of mass participation; and public policy aims
toward reaching universal participation. Graduate education, workforce education, and
continuing education are all strongly promoted for adults to continue learning and developing
throughout their working years. Yet such interest and encouragement evaporates once adults exit
the workforce and enter the third age. The implicit assumption may be that older adults, near the
end of their lifespans, are not in need of further educational investment. Perhaps this is why
individuals in that age-range adopt self-identifying terms like “third age” in order to subvert the
negative connotations associated with terms such as “senior” or “elderly.”
Regardless of the underlying rationale, a deficit in the learning continuum is apparent at
the end of the spectrum represented by older adults. Filling that void, “Educational gerontology
is one of the most recent additions to the growing list of terms that are beginning to form the
categories and subcategories of the field of study and practice related to the processes of human
aging” (Peterson, 1985, p. 1). A developing field in higher education, the discipline “began after
1950 primarily as an extension of existing adult education efforts” and focuses on the scholarship
and practice of specific educational programming for older learners (Hiemstra, 1998, p.6). The
field of educational gerontology has blossomed into having its own organizations, conferences,
and journal.
Despite the growth in educational gerontology’s popularity, scholars such as Lemieux
and Martinez (2000) claim that it falls short of being a true learning theory. The concept, they
assert, focuses more on the physical phenomenon of aging rather than the processes of relating to
older adults in a teaching/learning dynamic. In a quest to extend learning theory across the
lifespan, Lemieux and Martinez (2000) “maintain that the study of older adults in a situation of
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teaching/learning necessitates original and specific ideas” (p. 482). The authors propose the term
gerontology “as a new hybrid science resulting from the prolific combination of educational
gerontology – a multidisciplinary specialization in itself—and education of the aging” (p. 482).
In sum gerontagogy – a learning theory for the aged that is, itself, in its infancy —represents the
merging of gerontology and adult education, “the two knowledge bases from which the interplay
of retirement and education can be studied” (Walker, 1996, p. 39). Like the theoretical construct
of andragogy, the concept of gerontagogy continues to be debated in the research literature as
scholars struggle to define and distinguish the term, its purposes, and applications.
The Emergence of Formalized Programs for Older Learners
The characteristics that distinguish formalized programs for older adult learning – also
known as lifelong learning programs - from other adult and continuing education programs are
that they; (a) are intended for older adults and b) do not award academic credit or continuing
education units. The history and development of such programs is diffuse, although some forms
– such as Lifelong Learning Institutes – have given greater attention to their own history than
others. What is clear is that by the mid-twentieth century, formalized learning programs for older
adults were expanding in their number and form. The now defunct Adult Education Association
of the United Stated of America, in their 1955 Education for Later Maturity: A Handbook
(Donahue) asserts that “Adult educators were the first professional group in education to
recognize the implications of an aging population for their field” (p. v). “[I]t was evident,”
Donahue notes, “that interest in the role of adult education in the preparation of adults for living
a full and satisfying life during later maturity was growing in every section of the country” (p. v).
The proliferation of such programs had grown to an extent that “there was an apparent need for a
handbook describing the content and organization of programs already underway” (p. v).
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Furthermore, “in view of the growing numbers of older persons” at that time, coupled
with changes in American worklife and society that yielded greater leisure time, there was “some
interest attached to the question of whether or not formal educational activities with direct appeal
to older persons and designed to meet their needs may not greatly increase” (Anderson, 1955,
p.60).
The federal government was also adding to the national discourse on the learning needs
of older adults through “The White House Conference on Aging [which] occurs once a decade to
make aging policy recommendations to the President and Congress, and to assist the public and
private sectors in promoting dignity, health, independence and economic security of current and
future generations of older persons” (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration on Aging: About the Conference). One consideration should be that the federal
government – which has attended to the financial security, housing, and health care needs of
older adults - has also recognized the need to address the insufficiency of learning needs for this
population. Manheimer and Moskow-McKenzie (1995) credit The 1971 White House
Conference on Aging with some of the growth in the “number and quality of educational
programs for older adults” (p. 613).
A question remained, however, regarding what sponsoring entity would be the organizing
force behind formalized programs for older adult learning. The provision of and policies for
formalized education in the United States has traditionally been left to state oversight, including
programs at the early-childhood, elementary, secondary, postsecondary, and workforce
development levels. These have been supplemented with private non-profit and for-profit
offerings, which are also subject to local regulatory oversight.
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Anderson (1955) suggested positioning older adult learning as an outgrowth of higher
education,
One suggestion is that of organizing a separate college or a division with a university for
older persons. In such a division they would feel at home, would meet others with similar
interests and aspirations, and would not be embarrassed by being the only old persons in
classes with hundreds of normal undergraduate age. (p. 60)
However, sixty years later it is apparent that the development of such divisions has not
been extensive in higher education. “[G]rowth of older learner programs can only be partially
attributed to the academic field of gerontology, the activities of adult education organizations, or
the initiative of government agencies. … The rise of older learner programs has been a grassroots
phenomenon … at the local level” (Manheimer, 2008, pp. 111 -112). This may be partly
attributable to the legitimation issue with older adult learning theory as articulated in the
previous section. Writing specifically about “The marginality of adult education,” Clark (1958)
observed “Adult education enterprises are marginal because of their relative position and status
within [a college or university] administrative structure” (p. 2). This marginality persists today,
with older adult education even more marginalized than adult education. “One could argue that,
for the United States, older learner programs play a marginal role relative to both academic
gerontology and adult education, and that neither field has captured the dramatic emergence of
this movement” (Manheimer, 2008, p. 112).
Fortunately, the lack of legitimation in older adult education may be changing as a result
of demographic shifts. Sara Lawrence Lightfoot (2009) succinctly summarizes this when she
asserts,
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U.S. Census statistics from 2000 tell the story of a recent and significant bulge in the
population of older Americans who are healthier, better educated and yearning for a
productive and enjoyable alternative to retirement. . . . In the twenty-first century another
phase of life seems to be emerging as significant and distinct, capturing our interest,
engaging our curiosity, and expanding our understanding of human potential and
development. (pp. 9 -10)
Lightfoot refers to this phase of life as the “Third Chapter” (p. 10) and believes that “we
are beginning to redefine our views about the casualties and opportunities of aging; we are
challenging cultural definitions of strength, maturity, power and sexiness” (p. 10).
A Typology of Educational Programs for Older Learners
Andragogy, adult learning theory, and educational gerontology can all be credited with
the theoretical beginnings of educational programs for older learners. Now more than 50 years
old, the growth and development of such offerings led to the creation of distinctly different forms
of programs and entities. A nascent field of research in higher education, our knowledge about
the organization and administration of programs for older learners is meagre. A typology is
needed to bring clarity to our understanding and discussion. This section offers such a typology,
comparing and contrasting the defining characteristics of educational programs for older adults.
As Mills and Margulies (1980) explain, “the notion of a typology as it pertains to
organizations, organisms, or an entity, can be essentially viewed as a multidimensional
classification of the entities it attempts to depict [Blau & Scott, 1962]” (p. 255). They assert that
typologies “play an important role in theory development because valid typologies provide a
general set of principles for scientifically classifying things or events…to generate an analytical
tool or instrument, not only as a way of reducing data, but more significantly to stimulate
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thinking” (p. 255). Although Mills and Margulies (1980) were specifically addressing the
development of a typology for service organizations, their beliefs about organizations apply to
learning programs for older learners as well; they affirm that “organizations are not unlike any
other phenomena…they possess certain common characteristics as well as unique
idiosyncrasies” (p. 255).
Manheimer, Snodgrass, and Moskow-McKenzie’s Older Adult Education: A Guide to
Research, Programs, and Policies (1995) offers a basis for the creation of a typology of lifelong
learning entities. In their guide, the authors identify five models of older adult education in the
United States. These are:
1. Lifelong Learning Institutes (www.roadscholar.org/ein/intro.asp)
2. OASIS Institutes (www.oasisnet.org/Home.aspx)
3. Shepherd’s Centers (www.shepherdcenters.org)
4. Community Colleges (http://plus50.aacc.nche.edu/Pages/Default.aspx)
5. Senior Centers (www.ncoa.org/strengthening-community-organizations/senior-centers/nisc/)
Manheimer et al. (1995) selected these five models because they “have shown distinctive
growth, stability, and innovation during the past two to three decades” (p. 84). Each serves the
learning needs of older adults through various programming methodologies.
Since the publication of their guide, the world has experienced an explosive growth in the
use of computers and the internet. Distance-learning and social-media are now firmly woven into
the fabric of society. As a result of this change, a sixth model of older adult education,
SeniorNet, has gained widespread use in the United States. Founded in 1986, SeniorNet
addresses the computer technology needs of older learners throughout the United States and
offers lifelong learning opportunities over the internet (www.seniornet.org). It is worth inclusion
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with Manheimer, Snodgrass, and Moskow-McKenzie’s (1995) five models as it has shown
distinctive growth, stability, and innovation.
Key Characteristics
These six models vary in their configuration of nine key characteristics; who, what,
when, where, why, and how – that define each entity. The “who” characteristic includes the
participant profile (“who” participates), administration (“who” manages it), and sponsoring
organization(s) (“who” sponsors it). The “what” characteristic consists of the programs the
entity(ies) provides. The “when” and “where” characteristics comprise the schedule (“when”
programs are offered) and location (“where” programs are offered). The explicit motivation or
mission of each entity is its “why” characteristic. The final characteristic, the “how,” includes
curricular construction and funding (“how” the entity’s curriculum is developed and “how” it
finances its operations). Table 1 provides a simple and brief description of these characteristics.
Table 1
Key Characteristics that Distinguish Lifelong Learning Models
Characteristic
Description
WHO

Participant Profile

WHO

Administration

WHO

Sponsoring Organization (s)

WHAT
WHEN
WHERE
WHY
HOW
HOW

Programs Provided
Schedule
Location
Explicit Motivation
Curricular Construction

The characteristics of the learners who attend or the
phrase typically used to describe them
The local leadership of the program
The national and local entities with which the program
is associated
The size and content of the learning
The frequency or typical schedule of the offerings
The place where the learning occurs
The stated or expressed goals of the program
The process by which the learning is created

Funding

The monetary source(s) of the program

Applying these characteristics to the aforementioned six models yields a typology that
simplifies complex amounts of information and facilitates comparisons of lifelong learning
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programs for older adults (Table 2). The descriptions of each model’s characteristics derive from
information on the entity’s website.
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Table 2
Typology of Lifelong Learning Programs for Older Adults
Lifelong
Learning
Institutes

OASIS
Institutes

Shepherd’s
Centers

Community
Colleges

Area

Construct

WHO

Participant Profile

Older adults

Adults aged 50 and over

Adults in their mature years

50+ learner

Older Adults

Older adults

WHO

Local
Administration

Members
College or University
Liaison
Staff

Staff

Volunteers

Staff
Volunteers

Staff

Volunteers

National
Macy's Foundation, BJC
HealthCare and the AT&T
Foundation

National
Shepherd’s Centers of
America

National
National Council on Aging

National
SeniorNet

Local
Senior Centers

Local
Learning Centers

WHO

Sponsoring
Organization (s)

National
The Elderhostel Institute
Network of Road Scholar
(formerly Elderhostel) and
The Bernard Osher
Foundation
Local
Typically colleges and
universities

Local
Healthcare providers,
nonprofit agencies,
department stores, banks
and businesses

Local
Individual Shepherd’s
Centers partner with all
faiths in their neighborhood

National
American
Association of Community
Colleges through the Plus
50 Initiative
Local
Community colleges

Senior Centers

Senior Net
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Size
11,000 in the U.S.
Size
400 + in the U.S.

Size
27 in the U.S.

Size
60 + in the U.S.

Content
Academic noncredit
classes
Academic noncredit study
groups
Educational travel
Special events
Community volunteering

Content
Arts and humanities
classes
Health and wellness
programs
Technology classes
Community volunteering

Content
Learning programs
Health programs
Home assistance programs
Community volunteering

Size
1150+ in the U.S.
70% provide specific
programs for 50+ learner

Content
Meal and nutrition
programs
Fitness, and wellness
programs
Public benefits counseling
Employment assistance
Volunteer and civic
engagement opportunities
Social and recreational
activities
Educational and arts
programs
Intergenerational programs

Size
60+ in the U.S

WHAT

Program Provided

WHEN

Schedule

Typically organized around
an academic year

Ongoing

Ongoing

Typically organized around
an academic year

Ongoing

Ongoing

WHERE

Location

Colleges and universities

Multiple locations
throughout a community

Church congregations

Community
colleges

A single or multiple
locations throughout a
community

Multiple locations
throughout a community

(Table Continues)

Content
Employment training and
retraining
Community volunteering
Noncredit classes

Content
Computer and Technology
classes

Table 2, Continued
Typology of Lifelong Learning Programs for Older Adults

Area

WHY

Construct

Explicit
Motivation

Lifelong
Learning
Institutes
LLIs offer a unique
educational opportunity in
which peer learning,
collaborative leadership, and
active member participation
are fundamental.
A commitment to learning is
the common bond among
the many thousands of
energetic and enthusiastic
LLI members.

OASIS
Institutes

Our mission is to enrich the
lives of mature adults by
engaging them in lifelong
learning
and service programs so
they can learn, lead and
contribute in their
communities.

Shepherd’s
Centers

Community
Colleges

Senior Centers

All Shepherd’s Centers
share a commonly
understood mission to
empower older adults to use
their wisdom and skills for
the good of their
communities. And, they
provide health enhancement,
cultural enrichment and
lifelong learning
opportunities.

Through the AACC Plus 50
Initiative community colleges
create or expand campus
programs to engage the 50+
population in learning;
training or re-training
programs; and volunteer,
civic, or service activities.

Senior centers serve as a
gateway to the nation’s aging
network—connecting older
adults to vital community
services that can help them
stay healthy and
independent.

There are several national
curricular packages.
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HOW

Curricular
Construction

The curriculum is typically
chosen, designed, and often
led by volunteer faculty and
members.

State Funding (for public
colleges and universities)
Private Funding (for private
colleges and universities)

HOW

Funding

Private Donations
Foundation Grants
Membership and
Participation Dues

There are several national
curricular packages.
Some of the curriculum is
chosen, designed, and led
by volunteers.

The curriculum and projects
are typically chosen,
designed, and led by
volunteers.

Model programs are
provided as resources.
Most of the curriculum is
typically chosen, designed,
and often led by paid faculty
and staff.

Foundation Grants
Corporate Grants
Government
Grants

State Funding
Private Donations
Congregational Donations

Private Donations

The AACC Plus 50 Initiative
is funded with a $3.2 million
dollar grant from The Atlantic
Philanthropies.

There are several national
curricular packages.
Model programs are
provided as resources.
Most of the curriculum is
typically chosen, designed,
and often led by paid staff.
To maintain operations,
senior centers must leverage
resources from a variety of
sources. These include
federal, state, and local
governments; special events;
public and private grants;
businesses; bequests;
participant contributions; inkind donations; and
volunteer hours. Most
centers rely on 3 to 8
different funding sources.

Senior Net

SeniorNet's mission is to
provide older adults
education for and access to
computer technologies to
enhance their lives and
enable them to share their
knowledge and wisdom.

There are several national
curricular packages.
The classes are typically
chosen and led by
volunteers.

A national, 501(c)3 nonprofit
organization with
international affiliates,
SeniorNet is funded by
membership dues, Learning
Center fees, the altruistic
donations of individuals, and
the generous support and
sponsorship of corporations
and foundations.

Generalizations from the Typology
A review of the typology offers several broad generalizations for lifelong learning
programs for older adults. In terms of WHO participates in, administers, and sponsors the
programs: Older adults are being defined as 50 and older, and participants are found in all
socioeconomic levels. Program administration varies among organizations but typically is
handled by either staff or volunteers. All of the programs are affiliated with and/or sponsored by
a national association but are strongly committed to the needs of their local constituents. Among
the national associations, Senior Centers provide the most program locations whereas OASIS
Institutes provide the fewest.
In terms of WHAT the entities offer, and WHEN and WHERE they offer it: There is
much diversity found in the classes and programming each model offers. For example, one of the
programs only provides computer and technology training. Several emphasize civic engagement
and volunteering. Similarly, there is little commonality in terms of where programming occurs.
Only two of the six models (1/3) are housed exclusively within colleges and universities. Rather
than investing in infrastructure, all but one of the programs partner with other entities for
classroom and program space. Likewise, programming occurs throughout the year with little
similarity in the calendars of offerings. The exception is the two programs associated with
colleges and universities, which do typically follow the academic calendar of their hosts.
The WHY and HOW characteristics: A common feature among the explicit motivations
of these lifelong learning entities includes the idea of empowering older adults and emancipating
them from societal stereotypes of aging. Given the wide variation in specific programming
offered, the great differences found in the construction and delivery of curriculum are not
surprising. Some programs have national curricular models which they follow; most are entirely
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dependent on local development. Although the entities have diverse funding bases, most receive
operational support from foundations.
This typology and associated generalizations serve as a valuable resource for discussion
of, research on, and planning for educational programming for older adults. Within this study, it
provides important context for a focused discussion of Lifelong Learning Institutes.
Lifelong Learning Institutes
Of the six models of educational programming for older adults, this study focuses on one
of two models situated within colleges and universities: Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs).
Lifelong Learning Institutes are typically hosted by colleges or universities and provide noncredit academic learning programs for people ages 50 and over. “These programs vary greatly in
titles, location within the institution’s table of organization, administration, structure curricular
formats, and subject matter, size, cost, fee arrangements, and physical location, and in almost
every other way imaginable” (Young, 1992, p. 25). While there is much variety in the
construction and administration, they all share a belief that learning for older adults belongs
within an academic environment.
Historical Evolution of Lifelong Learning Institutes
The origin of LLIs as educational programming for older adults dates back at least five
decades. One such organization, the Elderhostel Institute Network (EIN) indicates that “The first
LLI was the Institute for Retired Professionals (IRP) established in 1962 at the New School in
New York City” (A Brief Overview of the LLI Movement). It was born of grassroots organizing
when “A group of 152 retired New York City schoolteachers under the leadership of Hy Hirsch,
founded a scholarly home for themselves in Greenwich Village where they organized a learning
community at the School of Social Research” (Hebestreit, 2006, p. 54).
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The growth of LLIs was slow until the 1980s (Fischer, Blazey, & Lipman, 1992).
“[T]hroughout the 1960’s and 1970’s other colleges and universities replicated or adapted the
IRP [Institute of Retired Professionals] model. During the 1980's several national conferences
introduced the concept to a wider audience and spurred the development of many more groups”
(A brief overview of the LLI movement, n.d.). Between 1962 and 1988 the number continued to
grow in the United States: by the end of that decade, “A 1989 survey by the National University
Continuing Education Association reveal[ed] the existence of more than 161 different memberdriven programs for older adults in the United States” (Fischer, Blazey, and Lipman, 1992, p.18).
These 161 member-driven programs were operated independently at various colleges and
universities. However, they were not associated with each other in any formal way.
In 1988, thirty of those programs “collaborated with Elderhostel, Inc. to form a voluntary
association known as the Elderhostel Institute Network (EIN)” (Merz Nordstrom, n.d.). The
establishment of EIN encouraged the creation of new institutes, provided resources, and
developed a national organization for LLIs (Merz Nordstrom, n.d.). The EIN has been successful
in its support of establishing new LLIs.: from its inception in 1988 to 2008, the organization
grew 120%. As of January 29, 2009, the Elderhostel Institute Network website listed 369
organizations (Find a Lifelong Learning Institute, n.d.) in the United States. Currently, the
organization lists that number as “more than 400” (Lifelong Learning Institutes & Road Scholar,
n.d.).
Emergence and Development of Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes
More recently, The Bernard Osher Foundation began funding non-credit lifelong learning
programs throughout the United States called Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLIs). The
following history from The Bernard Osher Foundation website
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(www.osherfoundation.org/index.php?olli, 2017) identifies how these emerged on the national
stage.
In the fall of 2000, the [Bernard Osher] Foundation began to consider programs targeted
toward more mature students not necessarily well served by standard continuing
education curricula. Courses often attract students of all ages eager to accumulate units to
complete degrees or to acquire specific job skills. By contrast, the interest of many older
adults, especially those who have retired, is in learning for the joy of learning – without
examinations or grades – and keeping in touch with a larger world.

The Foundation was fortunate to have two immediate examples of successful lifelong
learning programs to inform its deliberations. One was the Fromm Institute of Lifelong
Learning at the University of San Francisco; the second was Senior College at the
University of Southern Maine in Portland.

First Grants: In early 2001, an endowment grant was given to the University of Southern
Maine to improve and extend its excellent programs, and the name “Senior College” was
changed to “Osher Lifelong Learning Institute.” Shortly afterward, Sonoma State
University, a member of the California State University (CSU) system became a grantee.
Both programs progressed admirably, and the Foundation decided to enter the “lifelong
learning” field in a significant fashion.

National Expansion: Beginning in the fall of 2002, the Foundation issued Requests for
Proposals to campuses in the California State University and University of California
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systems. Grants of $100,000 were made on the understanding that once a lifelong
learning institute was launched, the Foundation would consider renewal of the grant for
two or more years with a view to providing an endowment gift of no less than $1 million
if the institute was able to demonstrate potential for success and sustainability.

At present, the Foundation supports 120 lifelong learning programs on university and
college campuses across the country, with at least one grantee in each of the 50 states and
the District of Columbia. The Foundation also supports a National Resource Center for
Osher Institutes which is located at Northwestern University.

Current Program: The Foundation has not been highly prescriptive in the type of lifelong
learning program it has chosen to support. While there is considerable variation among
the Osher Institutes, common features remain prominent: Non-credit educational
programs specifically designed for seasoned adults aged 50 and older; strong support
from the leadership of the university or college; a diverse repertoire of intellectually
stimulating courses; robust volunteer leadership; established mechanisms for evaluating
participant satisfaction with educational offerings; and sound organizational structure.
The characteristics shared by all Osher Institutes strengthen the possibility that the
individual institutes will become not only successful but programmatically and
financially sustainable. The designation of each grantee as “The Osher Lifelong Learning
Institute at the University of X” is a condition of the Foundation’s grant-making as is the
use of a logo consisting of a simple circle with the words “Osher Lifelong Learning
Institute” arranged within.
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The Bernard Osher Foundation’s significant financial contributions to these programs
have certainly helped in the evolution of LLIs on a national level.
Participants and Market Growth of Lifelong Learning Institutes
LLIs as an educational phenomenon are a result of changes in cultural attitudes about
older adults and changes in the demographics of the United States. As the population ages a vast
market for learning programs that address their specific learning needs is created. The older
adults who choose to participate in LLIs do so for a variety of reasons, but primarily because of
their commitment to learning and to meet social needs. Despite being located at institutions of
higher education, the learning is different from traditional forms of higher education.
Society currently views higher education primarily as an opportunity for young adults to
prepare themselves for employment. This paradigm is only sustainable as long as society is
willing to support it. The growing population of older adults, who compose the voting and power
majority, may force higher education to reconsider that construct. Kressley and Huebschmann
(2002) summarize the impending situation with,
The elderly population of the United States is growing rapidly. This growth is fueled by a
number of factors, perhaps most significant of which is increased life expectancy rates
made possible by medical advances. Bacon-Blood estimates that there are currently more
than 33 million Americans age 65 and older, and that number is expected to grow to 69
million by 2030 and 80 million by 2050 (Bacon-Blood, 1998). Those over 65 accounted
for 13% of the population in the mid-90s, but that percentage is expected to double within
30 years (Kressley, 1998). These numbers will continue to grow as the leading edge of
the babyboom generation approaches the age 65 milestone within the next ten years.
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Another area that will be impacted by this booming population of senior citizens is
education. As people are living longer lives, and in some cases retiring earlier, the
number of active retirement years is correspondingly increasing. Senior citizens are
seeking new ways to spend this time in meaningful ways. Their true challenge is not to
find activities that simply fill time, but rather to find ones that are personally fulfilling
and lead to a sense of satisfaction. (pp. 838-839)
More recently, Eisen (2005) commented, “Current projections indicate that the number of
Americans over age sixty-five will almost double in the next twenty-five years rising from
approximately 12 percent now to 22 percent of the entire population by 2030…we are in store
for an explosion in the number of learners over age sixty” (Eisen, p. 16). Additionally, in The
Changing Demographic Profile of the United States (2006), the Congressional Research Service
indicated that by the year 2025 those aged 65 and over will comprise 18.2 % of the entire
population. This represents a 10% increase since 1950. It is clear that the United States is headed
for a vast swelling in the size of its older adult population, and who will be a better educated
senior citizenry than that in previous generations.
It is important to note that this opportunity is different from the fears of the “adverse
effects of population decline” (Vedder, 2004, p. 17) which many colleges and universities
responded to the 1970s. In contrast, the greying of the United States population does not
foreshadow a potential loss of enrollment, but rather a new opportunity for a different kind of
student in the context of a cultural shift. This new type of student, the adult learner, is not
necessarily seeking grades or academic credit, but is looking for a community of learners who
share a similar passion for education.
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While there will be a larger number of older adults, not all will choose to participate in a
lifelong learning program. This is supported by Kim and Merriam (2004) when they report,
Historically, older adults have been underrepresented in formal adult education activities.
Valentine’s (1997) analysis of U.S. participation found that although approximately 43%
of adults under age 54 participate in adult education, only 26.3% of 55–64-year olds did.
The percent is even smaller among adults over 65 years of age. And while the latest
government estimates of adults participating in education reveal that nearly 50% are
involved in formal education, adults over 65 have a participation rate of about 30% (U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). Nevertheless, it is clear from these statistics that the rate
of participation for older adults is increasing. (p. 445)
In her dissertation, Learning in retirement institutes: The impact on the lives of older
adults, Martin (2002) asserts that “research demonstrates that there is a ‘typical’ older adult
learner” (p. 57). She states “The demographic profile of a typical older adult participating in
learning programs at institutions of higher education would describe a white female with a high
level of education, a middle to high income, and in self-reported good health…the age of such
learners can range from 50s-90s” (p. 57). Her assertion is supported by Kim and Merriam (2004)
when they state, “studies on older adult participation in educational activities reveal that
socioeconomic status is a major correlate of participation in learning activities. Most adults,
including older learners participating in educational activities are white, middle class, welleducated, and financially secure (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Valentine, 1997)” (p. 448).
According to their research the other strong indicator of participation is “level of previous
education … The more education one has, the more likely one is to seek learning opportunities”
(p.448).
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The first broadly well-educated population of older adults in the United States will
continue to search for purpose in retirement. It is foreseeable that they will seek that purpose in
learning at institutions of higher education. This may present an opportunity for institutions of
higher education as Manheimer (2008) asserts,
Considering the near-term future, as a correlate to these trends, lifelong learning
opportunities will increasingly become a function of the marketplace. Those who are in
sufficiently good health, are motivated by having enjoyed prior years of education (the
main predictor of participation), and can afford to enroll in LLIs, pay for travel-learning
excursions, sign up for continuing education courses, register for back-to-campus alumni
seminars, access Internet educational sites, and choose from among a cornucopia of other
lifelong learning programs, will reap the benefits of "successful aging." (p. 123)
It is evident that the market for such programs is emerging and will continue to grow. It is
also evident that programs like LLIs are fulfilling an important need.
Societal Needs Filled by Lifelong Learning Institutes
Manheimer (2008) asks a question regarding the importance of lifelong learning for older
adults when he queries, “What about people who are winding down careers or who have retired?
Does society continue to have a stake in their further education, or are they now on their own,
free of social obligations and norms and, therefore, no longer the concern of national
governments?” (pp. 113 -114). According to Manheimer (2008), the answer to this question is
better found abroad than in the United States. He states, “In France and other European countries
and Japan, national and regional governments play major roles in managing lifelong learning for
people of all ages, and institutions of higher education strongly influence their curricula and
pedagogy” (p. 113). Some parts of the industrialized international community believe in
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education for older adults and support programming for them. Many national governments view
the education of older adults much in the same way that they view the education of children, as a
societal necessity. The aging population has received much international attention over the past
decade and is a global reality. In 2002 the United Nations General Assembly convened the
second World Assembly on Aging. Their Executive Summary (2001) presents four major
findings:
Population ageing is unprecedented, without parallel in the history of Humanity;
Population ageing is pervasive, a global phenomenon affecting every man, woman and
child. Population ageing is profound, having major consequences and implications for all
facets of human life; and Population ageing is enduring. During the twentieth century the
proportion of older persons continued to rise, and this trend is expected to continue into
the twenty-first century. For example, the proportion of older persons was 8 per cent in
1950 and 10 per cent in 2000, and is projected to reach 21 per cent in 2050. (p. xxviii)

In addition to the United Nations, other organizations are examining this emerging trend.
For example, the National Institute on Aging (2007) contends that “Despite the weight of
scientific evidence, the significance of population aging and its global implications have yet to
be fully appreciated” (p. 1). Globally, future cohorts of the aging population will continue to be
increasingly better educated. Kinsella and He in An Aging World (2009) note, “…today’s
younger people have a much higher literacy rate than the older population, implying that future
cohorts of older people will be more literate” (p. 94) and hopefully become lifelong learners.
LLIs provide an educational outlet for this literate and better educated citizenry and
thereby encourage the participants to continue to contribute to their communities. This continued
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contribution is frequently realized through the promotion or coordination of volunteer activities
at LLIs, in local school districts, at local nonprofits, and civic entities. LLIs and lifelong learning
itself are also important to society for two additional reasons, the beneficial aspects of cognitive
engagement and of a positive social setting, which, fortunately, coincide with participant
motivation for involvement.
Participant Motivation in Lifelong Learning Institutes
According to Kim and Merriam (2004), “The motives of older adults for learning are
arguably complicated and multidimensional. Rarely does a single motive lead older adults to
participate in educational activities. Generally, both external and internal forces influence the
decision of older adults to pursue learning” (p. 445). Fortunately, the research literature provides
strong evidence to support the ideas of learning and socialization as the primary motivational
factors. According to Lamb and Brady the factors for attending an LLI have been debated since
the 1983 National Adult Education Conference when James Fisher presented his paper, “What
Turns Older Adults on to Education” (Lamb & Brady, 2005). Their article cites Brady and
Fowler as determining “that studies going back to 1971 are generally consistent in finding that
cognitive interests (desire to know) are the most often cited reasons for participation in adult
education” (Lamb & Brady, 2005, p. 210). The belief that that desire to know or to learn is the
primary reason for participation is supported in Kim and Merriam’s quantitative study which
“confirms that older learners are more influenced by cognitive interest to engage in learning than
by any other factors” (Kim & Merriam, 2004, p. 452). Kim and Merriam (2004) maintain that
cognitive interests are most often found in the well-educated, “Apparently the educated mind
seeks to satisfy intellectual curiosity. Highly educated elderly people who want stimulating
activities participate in learning activities because they are interested in knowledge itself and find
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learning joyful” (p. 452). Finally, Kim and Merriam (2004) summarize previous studies when
they assert “Several studies suggest that the strongest motivations among older students are
cognitive interest (intellectual curiosity) and a desire to learn” (Brady & Fowler, 1988; Bynum &
Seaman, 1993; Furst & Steele, 1986; Russett, 1998; Scala, 1996; Wolfgang & Dowling, 1981)
(p. 446).
The secondary reason for participation is the desire for social interaction. Fischer, Blazey,
and Lipman note that “the strongest motive for older adults’ participation in education is the
desire to establish vital new social connections to feel needed and wanted, and to have a really
good reason for daily human interaction” (Fischer, et al., 1992, p. 17). Deakin, Crick and Wilson,
reflecting on the work of Dewey and Vygotsky, posit that
The formation of an individual learner and socio-cultural activities are mutually
constituting processes. Thus the nature of the social environment in which a learner finds
herself and the quality of learning relationships in which she participates have a
significant impact on her development as a learner. (Deakin Crick and Wilson, 2005, p.
361)

Linnehan and Naturale (1998) comment, “social interaction is encouraged in various
ways, through structured (recreation), unstructured, and formal gatherings” (p.32). In the same
article Linnehan and Naturale state, “ILRs [another acronym for LLIs] provide a uniquely
supportive environment. The members of a group are intensely interested, do not have any
reticence about expressing their views, and are never bored” (p.32).
Many other researchers in the field of adult education have also noted similar
observations. As Clark, Heller, Rafman, and Walker (1997) remark, “the greatest source of
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satisfaction for many is the interaction with other participants…many members mention that this
informal setting contributes to their satisfaction. Learning in a relaxed atmosphere with
peers…takes away the stress often experienced in the regular classroom” (p. 753-754).
The theme of community support is found in many studies about older adults’
participation in LLIs. For example, a qualitative study conducted by Lamb and Brady found the
“experience of OLLI [Osher Lifelong Learning Institute] as a supportive community….[where]
members had enrolled initially to meet other people, once they began attending they found that it
was a safe place to take intellectual and emotional risks” (Lamb & Brady, 2005, p. 217). In the
same study Lamb and Brady support Linnehan and Naturale’s idea of social interaction being
encouraged in various ways (Linnehan & Naturale, 1998) by commenting, “Many students found
the OLLI practice of having lunch together greatly enhanced the sense of community…much of
the lunch discussion seems to be a follow up to what has gone on in class” (Lamb & Brady,
2005, p. 218). The concepts of learning and community are inherently linked in the LLI research.
Lamb and Brady summarize this linkage in the following passage:
Belonging to a community is a core component in the successful LLI experience. Much
of the reason why older people sang the praises of their program and expressed passion
for the myriad ways their LLI has enriched their lives is because their experience was
situated in a safe and nurturing community – a community in which teachers and students
work together as equals and colearners. It is also a community in which enough trust is
established in a reasonable short period of time that people feel comfortable sharing deep
and personal communications with each other. Finally, it is a community in which both
wealthy and working-class persons, people with Ph.D.s and G.E.D.s, men and women,
people 55 and 95 years of age, and individuals with wide variation in religious and ethnic
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backgrounds can sit side-by-side in classrooms and work happily and productively
together. (Lamb & Brady, 2005, p. 221-222)
The Learning that Occurs in Lifelong Learning Institutes
Learning is the reason most often cited by LLI attendees for continued attendance, but it
is different from traditional higher education. While the class content is typically college level,
the courses are taken on a non-credit basis and “the curricula are chosen, designed, and often led
by organization members [who] encourage peer learning and active member participation (Kim
& Merriam, 2004, p. 442). In their 1992 book, Students of the Third Age, Fischer, Blazey, and
Lipman provide a practical approach to the creation of “Learning-in-Retirement programs” (p.
18) and specifically note that
members select either subjects of current interest, or those which had a long-time
appeal…[they] want courses and study groups of consequence…free from the pressures
of examinations or testing….[they] favor programs to which they can bring insights
gained in their work careers and life experiences. They want to contribute to the learning
process; to share with others the special ways of looking at or information that varied
experiences have given them. (Fisher et al., 1992, pp. 53-54)

The idea that participants are responsible for designing and facilitating their own learning
opportunities is one that guides most LLIs and sets them apart from traditional learning
environments. The concept of self-directed learning originated at the earliest LLI, the Institute of
Retired Professionals at the New School in New York City. The current Director of the New
School reflecting on the development of their teaching and learning process describes it as “a
unique community of peer learners, all sharing responsibility for the program. Every member

35

was a curriculum creator, learning leader, and student” (retrieved May 31, 2012, from
www.newschool.edu/institute-for-retired-professionals/about/).
This novel learning dynamic now found at LLIs throughout the country could be
described by the term Lemieux and Martinez (2000) espoused: gerontagogy. Their call for this
new theory is summarized with,
Thus, as educational gerontology signifies that the elderly learns [sic] in a different way
than do younger adults, we must then find methods that correspond to the learning of the
senior learner. The whole of these new methods, techniques, etc., regrouped in a new
corpus of knowledge, will give birth to the emergence of this science named
gerontagogy. (p. 492)

Gerontagogy differs from both pedagogy and andragogy in how teaching and learning are
manifested in the environment. According to McGrath (2009), pedagogical theory “assumes that
the student will simply learn what they have been told” (p. 100) and “that the teacher’s job was
to fill the students minds with their own information and the students were not encouraged to
question what they were being taught” (p. 101). She also asserts that, “Some people would
associate pedagogy solely with children, but surprisingly it can also be associated with adult
learning” (p. 100). McGrath (2009) maintains that adult learning is better realized through the
idea of andragogy which “unlike pedagogy…is centered on the idea that the lecturer does not
possess all the knowledge and that students are encouraged to participate in the classroom by
utilising [sic] their own experiences” (p. 102). According to McGrath (2009), in andragogy
“adults are allowed to analyse [sic] the material given to them in the classroom and they learn to
make connections between the material and their own life experiences” (p. 102).

36

Pedagogy, andragogy, and gerontagogy can be additionally differentiated from each other
by examining learner motivations. In a pedagogical environment, learners are typically present
because society expects them to be: children and adolescents are expected to attend school.
Their motivation is almost entirely external. In an andragogical environment, learners are
typically present because of a desire to advance in their professions, as an expectation of the
employer or from a compelling desire to know something more. Their motivations could be
described as both internal and external. Finally in a gerontagogical environment, learners are
typically present because of profound desire to learn. In the continuum of their lifetime learning
they have moved beyond both societal expectations and work expectations for learning. Their
motivation is entirely internal, and they participate because they enjoy the process of learning
and the acquisition of new knowledge. The key gerontagogical practices that appear to
distinguish lifelong learning from traditional forms of postsecondary instruction include a lack of
an external reward structure (credits or grades), participant-selected topics for study (through
participation in curriculum committees), and a profound attention to the social aspect of learning
(through planned social breaks during the learning experience). The differences found between
pedagogy, andragogy, and gerontagogy are illustrated in Table 3.
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Table 3
Differences between Pedagogy, Andragogy and Gerontagogy
Pedagogy

Andragogy

Gerontagogy

Demands of
Learning

Learner can devote more
Learner must balance life
time to the demands of
responsibilities with the
learning because
demands of learning.
responsibilities are minimal.

Learner can devote more
time to the demands of
learning because many life
responsibilities have been
fulfilled.

Role of
Instructor

Learners rely on the
instructor to direct the
learning. Fact based
lecturing is often the mode
of knowledge transmission.

Learners are autonomous
and self-directed. Teachers
guide the learners to their
own knowledge rather than
supplying them with facts.

Learners are exploring and
engaging in topics of
personal interest. Instructors
can lecture, facilitate, or
guide.

Life
Experiences

Learners are building a
knowledge base and must
be shown how their life
experiences connect with
the present learning.

Learners have a
tremendous amount of life
experiences. They need to
connect the learning to their
knowledge base. They must
recognize the value of the
learning.

Learners have a tremendous
amount of life experiences.
They need to connect the
learning to their knowledge
base. They recognize and
embrace the value of the
learning.

Purpose for
Learning

Learners often see no
reason for taking a
particular course. They just
know they have to learn the
information.

Learners are goal oriented
and know for what purpose
they are learning new
information.

Learners enjoy the process
of learning along with the
content of the learning. They
are participating to learn and
grow.

Permanence
of Learning

Learning is compulsory and
tends to disappear shortly
after instruction.

Learning is self-initiated and
may or may not last a long
Learning is self-initiated and
time. The act of learning
tends to last a long time.
may be more important than
the content.

adopted and adapted from http://coe.sdsu.edu/eet/Articles/andragogy/start.htm

Differences in terminology and the lack of an agreed-upon professional term to refer to
older adult learning demonstrate how the lifelong learning movement is still very much evolving.
For example, the terms geragogy or gerogoy also appear in the research literature to describe the
educational process for older adults. The terms appear as definitions in Bastable, Gramet, Jacobs,
and Sopczyk 2010 book, Health Professional as Educator: Principles of Teaching and Learning.
As they state, “the teaching of older persons known as gerogogy, is different from teaching
younger adults (andragogy) and children (pedagogy)” (2010, p. 180). Lemieux and Martinez
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(2000) believe that gerontagogy is a better term to describe the teaching and learning that occurs
at an LLI because,
The terms geragogy and geriagogy have the same etymological definition, that is “geros”
elderly, ‘agogia’ behaviour, and have a medical consonance, because they have the same
root as the term ‘geriatrics. It is then legitimate to claim that geragogy deals with the
learning of the elderly presenting deficits which fall within geriatrics. From this
viewpoint, geriatrics appears as being the theoretical base of geragogy. It is evident that
we cannot use the term geragogy in order to describe learning of the elderly who do not
have deficits falling within geriatrics. (p. 492)
Unfortunately, this issue of nomenclature has not been resolved. However, it may reflect
differences that are more geographical than substantive. As Formosa (2002) points out, “The
term ‘gerogogy’ which refers to the practical teaching strategies employed in older adult
education has been used in European academic discourse since the 1950s” (p. 75). Thus it is not
surprising that Lemieux, who hails from Canada, and Martinez, who hails from Spain, prefer the
use of this and similar terms.
Regardless of the professional language used to define adult learning sciences, what is
clear is that the number of lifelong learning participants in the United States will inevitably
increase as our population ages and more people who are better educated retire. In turn, the
increased number of people who are seeking lifelong learning opportunities will lead to the
creation of more programming that can help keep our aging citizenry engaged in society and
cognitively. Older adults who choose to participate will typically do so because of their interest
in learning and the social benefits they receive from participating. The learning they will
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experience at LLIs will be different from that found traditionally in higher education venues and
may help to challenge our beliefs about the teaching and learning process for students of all ages.
Organization-Public Relationships Theory
Organization-Public Relationships Theory, which originates in the field of public
relations, provides a foundation by which researchers and practitioners can examine the
relationships that LLIs (as organizations) develop with their public (the member participants). A
concise definition of organization-public relationship theory was provided by Broom, Casey, and
Ritchey (2000),
Organization-public relationships are represented by the patterns of interaction,
transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its publics. These
relationships have properties that are distinct from the identities, attributes, and
perceptions of the individuals and social collectivities in the relationships. Though
dynamic in nature, organization public relationships can be described as a single point in
time and tracked over time. (p. 18)

They identify ten tentative conclusions about the theory:
1. Public relations researchers and practitioners can study relationships as
phenomena distinct from the perceptions held by parties in the relationships.
2. The formation of relationships occurs when parties have perceptions and
expectations of each other, when one or both parties need resources from the
other, when one or both parties perceive mutual threats from an uncertain
environment, or when there is either a legal or voluntary necessity to associate.
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3. Relationships consist of patterns of linkages through which the parties in them
pursue and service their interdependent needs.
4. Relationships are the dynamic results of the exchanges and reciprocity that
manifest themselves as the relationships develop and evolve, yet they can be
described at a given point in time.
5. Relationships may lead to increased dependency, loss of autonomy, goal
achievement, and structured interdependence in the form of routine and
institutionalized behavior.
6. Relationships have unique and measurable properties that are not shared with the
participants in the relationships and that define relationships as being something
separate from the participants.
7. The antecedents and consequences of relationships also have unique properties
that distinguish them from the relationship.
8. Relationship formation and maintenance represents a process of mutual
adaptation and contingent responses.
9. The absence of a useful definition precludes measurement of organization-public
relationships and forces both scholars and practitioners alike to measure one part
of them or another and make potentially invalid inferences about the relationships.
10. The absence of a fully explicated conceptual definition of organization-public
relationships limits theory building in public relations. (pp. 16 -17)
These tentative conclusions can help the administrator or researcher better understand the
theory and gain a greater appreciation for the power of the relationship that develops between the
organization and individual members of the public.
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Jo, Hon, and Brunner utilized organization-public relationship theory in their 2004 study
titled Organisation–Public Relationships: Measurement Validation in a University Setting. They
attempted to “test empirically Hon and Grunig’s proposed organisation–public relationship
instrument” (p.14) which explored “the relationship students have with the undergraduate
university they choose to attend” (pp. 16 -17). According to the researchers,
This research effort was designed to (1) empirically test Hon and Grunig’s proposed OPR
instrument and (2) test-retest the instrument using two studies with different subjects and
time. Although each of the two data sets displayed slightly different operationalised
items, the two groups of subjects similarly perceived the six-factor measures as a valid
and reliable instrument for measuring their relationship with the university. (p. 23)
Organization-Public Relationship Theory was also used by Waters in 2008 “to measure
the relationships non-profit organisations develop with their annual giving and major gift donors
and to compare the differences between the giving levels.” (p.76) Waters (2008) asserts, “after
nearly one decade of studying relationships, public relations literature provides a scholarly
framework for studying the non-profit organisation-donor relationship that includes valid and
reliable scales and precedence for hypotheses” (p. 77). In this study Waters (2008) sought to
determine whether a donor’s evaluation of the Organization-Public Relationship (OPR) could be
used to predict whether the donor gave during the most recent fundraising campaign (p. 79).
The combination of organization-public relationship theory and a modified version of an
OPR instrument would allow a researcher to empirically test the strength of relationships that
LLI participants develop with the LLI and the host institution along with their inclination to
donate. This may help to validate their presence on college and university campuses, in addition
to encouraging additional LLIs to be created throughout the United States.
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Summary
Planning, changing, and leading LLIs is an engaging challenge for administrators of
higher education. A thoughtful planning process, paired with an appropriate understanding of the
change process and clearly defined benchmarks or goals can create a mutually beneficial
relationship for the host institution and individual LLI participants. Leading such an organization
requires a specialized skill set that draws on multiple leadership theories as well as an
understanding of Organization-Public Relationships Theory.
As evidenced by the explicit commentary and tacit assumptions in the preceding sections,
lifelong learning is an important construct for individuals, higher education, and society. It is
often used to describe and define education for older adults in the United States that provides
opportunities for cognitive enrichment and growth in a societal setting. Using the term “lifelong
learning” helps to dispel myths and negative connotations about aging and encourages all
individuals to view education as a lifetime pursuit as those who participate are engaged in
educational environments of their own design that reflect their own personal interests and
inclinations.
Lifelong learning is an important construct for higher education because it provides
opportunities for the institution to be perceived as “giving back” to the community and to engage
potential new donors in academic life. By engaging LLI participants in intergenerational
programming, institutions of higher education thereby impact their traditionally aged
undergraduate students in new ways. This can also create opportunities to engage alumni who
are not inclined to participate in sporting events.
Society can benefit from an active lifelong learning community both economically and
through volunteerism. An energetic and engaged older citizenry who are well informed and

43

connected to current events and technology are more inclined to volunteer in myriad community
settings thereby providing rich generational memory, and, most importantly, by sharing their
collective wisdom with younger generations.
More research is needed to support the ways in which investing in LLIs can be mutually
beneficial for the host institution and the individual member participants. This study will address
that knowledge gap by examining the relationship between an individual’s involvement and his
or her propensity for philanthropic giving back to the institution.
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CHAPTER III: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Overview
At colleges and universities throughout the United States new programs for retirees are
emerging in the form of Lifelong Learning Institutes (LLIs). While cognitive development and
the joy of learning are the primary reasons that older adults participate in continuing education,
the research literature provides strong evidence that the desire for social interaction and
relationships are nearly equally strong motivators (Clark, et al., 1997; Fischer, et al., 1992; Lamb
& Brady, 2005). Lifelong Learning Institutes meet both needs, providing opportunities for older
adults to learn and create connections with each other. LLIs differ markedly from traditional
college courses in that the curricula and offerings are predominately student designed and
controlled, and emphasize peer-learning (Kim & Merriam, 2004). This high level of engagement
with and ownership over the curricula may foster strong bonds between individual participants
and between participants and the institute. Many LLIs intentionally strive to create and enhance
these relationships.
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between member involvement in
LLIs and the propensity for philanthropic giving to the institute or its host college or university.
Using Hon and Grunig’s organization-public relationship framework (1999), the study seeks to
understand how the length, type, and frequency of participation, as well as level satisfaction and
feelings of community relate to an LLI participant’s inclination to donate. This chapter describes
the methodology of the study, presenting the research questions, articulating and the research
design, identifying the study population and sampling procedures, the instrumentation to be used,
and the procedures for collecting and analyzing the data.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guide this study:
1. Does length of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in individuals’
inclinations to donate to the LLI or its hosting college/university?
2. Does an alumni relationship with the host college or university predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
3. Does the type of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in individuals’
inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
4. Does the frequency of participation in a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
5. Does level of satisfaction with a Lifelong Learning Institute predict variance in individuals’
inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
6. Does perceived commitment to an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate
to the LLI or its host college or university?
7. Does a perceived communal relationship with a LLI predict variance in individuals’
inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
Research Design
This study is anchored in a postpositivist approach. “Postpositivists,” Cresswell tells us,
“hold a deterministic philosophy in which causes (probably) determine effect or outcomes”
(2014, p. 4). It relies upon the scientific method, beginning “with a theory [and then] collect[ing]
data that either supports or refutes the theory” (p. 7). Specifically, this study relies on a
quantitative, predictive nonexperimental design to “describe and measure the degree or
association (or relationship) between two or more variables” (Creswell, 2014, p. 12); and to
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“generalize from a sample to a population so that inferences can be made about some
characteristic, attitude, or behavior of this population” (p.146). The choice of a predictive
nonexperimental study is premised on the idea that there are occasions when the researcher “does
not have direct control of independent variables because their manifestations have already
occurred or because they are inherently not manipulable. Inferences about relations among
variables are made, without direct intervention, from concomitant variations of independent and
dependent variables (Kerlinger, 1986, p. 348). This idea is supported by Johnson when he states,
“nonexperimental quantitative research is an important area of research for educators because
there are so many important but non-manipulable independent variables needing further study in
the field of education” (Johnson, 2001 p. 5).
The selection of a predictive nonexperimental design is also supported by Johnson’s
article when he asks the following, “Did the researchers conduct the research so that they could
predict or forecast some event or phenomenon in the future (without regard for cause and
effect)? If the answer is “yes” (and there is no manipulation) then the term predictive
nonexperimental research should be applied (Johnson, 2001 p. 6).
Survey Research Method
This study will use a survey research approach to collect quantitative data from
participants in Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLI) about their behaviors and attitudes.
Survey research is selected so that findings may be generalizable “from a sample to a
population” (Creswell, 2014, p. 157). The survey will be cross-sectional, in that data will be
collected from multiple participants in different locations at one point in time. Gay and Airasian
state that, “a cross-sectional survey involves the collection of data from selected individuals in a
single time period” (Gay & Airasian, p. 279). Cross-sectional design is identified by Cresswell as
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one that will “examine current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices” (2008, p. 389). He goes
on to explain that “attitudes, beliefs, and opinions are ways in which individuals think about
issues, whereas practices are their actual behaviors” (2008, pp.389-390). This survey will
compare both the participants’ beliefs and their behaviors.
Study Population
The population for this study includes all the individual older adults who are participants
in OLLIs throughout the United States, called “members.” Although there is a wide variety in
LLIs, OLLI programs will be the single type examined in the study, delimiting for the attributes
they offer, including the organization’s national programmatic and structural guidelines for its
member programs. Programmatically, OLLIs focus on a wide array of intellectually stimulating,
non-credit, face-to-face (non-online) education offerings for older adults; engage members as
volunteer leaders; and rely upon member feedback and evaluations. Structurally, OLLIs are
housed at colleges and universities, have at least 500 enrolled members, and receive material
contributions from their host institutions. These guidelines ensure some baseline commonality
across OLLI programs, and lessen the degree of programmatic and structural variation found
across LLIs broadly. “More than 154,000 people nationwide are members of Osher Lifelong
Learning Institutes. Through satellite and partner locations, the 120 OLLIs offer courses and
activities in 379 cities and towns throughout the U.S.” (retrieved December 19, 2015, from
nrc.northwestern.edu/2015/11/the-osher-lifelong-learning-institute-network/).
Study Sample and Sampling Procedures
The sample for the study will consist of the entirety of OLLI members. That is, all
members from all OLLIs will be invited to participate. The researcher will employ cluster
sampling (Vogt, 2007) to contact and invite study participants. Cluster sampling is an
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appropriate strategy when it is not practical or possible to sample directly from the population
(Vogt, Gardner, Haeffle, 2012), such as “when the population is very large or spread out over a
wide geographic area” (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 129). This aptly describes OLLIs and their
members, which are spread throughout the United States, which also differentiates them from
other types of LLIs.
Programs
“In a multistage or clustering procedure,” Creswell notes, “the researcher first identifies
the clusters…obtains names of individuals within those clusters, and then samples within them”
(2014, p. 158). The researcher will employ Creswell’s strategy. First, all OLLI programs (e.g.
“the clusters”) will be identified and contacted. The Bernard Osher Foundation maintains a
publicly available list of all of the 119 OLLIs nationwide. Utilizing this list the researcher will
contact each OLLI director, explain the purpose of the study, and seek his or her agreement to
participate (Appendix A). The names of the participating OLLI programs and the college or
university campuses on which they are located will be masked for the study, identified only by a
number, a size indicator, and a public or private designation.
Individuals
The size of OLLI memberships varies from 500 individuals to several thousand.
Specifically, the researcher will ask directors of each participating cluster to email an invitation
to participate (Appendix B) to all its members which will contain an embedded link to the online
survey (see Data Collection, below). Overall, approximately 150,000 people will be invited to
participate.
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Instrumentation
The study will utilize an electronic survey instrument that includes 31 questions. The use
of a survey is supported by Vogt who comments, “Often the only efficient way to obtain
information about people is by asking them. This is especially true of ‘subjective data’…such as
their attitudes, beliefs, or values” (2007, p. 90). Since this study is exploring two subjective
concepts - relationships and inclinations to donate – the most efficient way to obtain that
information is to ask OLLI participants and because the study intends to sample the entire
population of OLLI members, which number greater than 150,000, qualitative approaches would
be impractical. It makes logistical sense to use a survey.
Study Variables
The survey questions (Appendix B) are divided into five sections based on question type.
Section one contains eleven questions that ask for demographic information as well as the length
and type of participation in OLLI. Sections two through four include twenty-one questions that
ask about participant’ satisfaction, commitment, and communal relationship with OLLI. Section
five contains two questions that ask about participants’ giving history to OLLI, the college or
university that hosts it, or both.
The survey sections and questions on commitment, satisfaction, and communal
relationship are adapted from Hon and Grunig’s (1999) Guidelines for Measuring Relationships
in Public Relations who “have found through their research that the outcomes of an
organization’s longer-term relationships with key constituencies can best be measured by
focusing on six very precise elements or components of the relationships that exist” (p. 2).
Although they have identified six elements, they assert that, “a shortened list of some of the
items … have been found to be valid measures of relationship outcomes” (p. 3). The researcher
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reviewed the six elements and identified three that are relevant to the study as those constructs
seem most closely aligned with the OLLI experience: Satisfaction, Commitment, and Communal
Relationships. Excluded from the study are Control Mutuality, Trust, and Exchange Relationship
since those constructs do not align with the OLLI experience. Hon and Grunig’s original
questions and the survey questions adapted from them can be found in Appendix B.
Additionally, the researcher will be creating composite variables out of a cluster of survey items,
and internal consistency measures will be evaluated using the Cronbach reliability analysis.
Procedures
The most significant rationale for utilizing an electronic survey is they are a cost effective
approach to describe the characteristics of a large population of people (Wright, 2005), which
may make the results statistically significant and thereby increase reliability of the study.
The use of an electronic survey has been debated due to concerns about sample selection,
implementation, respondent lack of online experience, and accessibility (Evans and Mathur,
2005), but an April 2012 Pew Research Center survey indicates that 77% of American adults
ages 50 (the age at which one can join OLLI) and older use the internet or email (Pew Research
Center, 2014). As noted earlier, OLLI members value learning and are therefore more likely to
be comfortable with these methods.
Data Analysis Procedures
After data collection the following analyses will be completed: (a) descriptive and
frequency distributions for selected survey items and composite variables; (b) chi square
analysis; (c) factor analysis to collapse items that seem to measure same concept or dimension
and then to create composite scores for the dimensions in the data; (d) reliability analysis; (e) and
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regression analysis for predictive purposes. If the dependent variable is categorical, a
discriminant function analysis will be used instead of the regression.
Validity and Reliability
Vogt (2007) observes that “validity means the relevance of the design or measure for the
question being investigated, or the appropriateness of the design or measure for coming to
accurate conclusions” (p. 118). The research design for this study incorporates elements with the
intent to ensure external validity (the generalizability of the results) and internal validity (the
relevance of the results).
External Validity
The study’s universal sampling approach is designed “to maximize external validity
which refers to the degree to which the results drawn from the sample size can accurately be
generalized beyond the subjects taking part in the study” (Vogt, p. 78). External validity is a
concern when conducting predictive nonexperimental research. The primary concern is focused
on interaction of selection and treatment; Creswell describes this as “because of the narrow
characteristics of participants in the experiment, the researcher cannot generalize to individuals
who do not have the characteristics of the participants) (2014, p. 165). Although this study
cannot be generalized to members who participate in LLIs that are not OLLIs, it can be
generalized to all OLLIs. The inclusion and invitation of all OLLI members throughout the
United States provides external validity to the research.
Internal Validity
The researcher will use two strategies to ensure that the instrument used in the study is
measuring the constructs for which it is intended. First, twenty-one questions in the survey
instrument are existing measures of the constructs satisfaction, commitment, and communal
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relationship adapted from the work of Hon and Grunig (1999), as previously discussed. Only
minor modifications in wording were made to the questions. Second, the entire survey
instrument will be peer reviewed by a panel of experts, as recommended by Vogt (2007):
experts’ judgment, “is most often the only feasible way to assess content validity” (p.118).
Following Vogt’s recommendations, the researcher will identify three OLLI directors, ask them
to review the survey instrument for content validity, and make any resultant revisions or
improvements.
Summary
The purpose of this section was to identify and illuminate the quantitative approaches the
researcher will utilize in pursuit of the research question responses. The researcher identified the
questions and the statistical approaches to answer them and then constructed potential variables
for a survey and explored concerns surrounding reliability and validity. In sum, the researcher
has outlined a potential research topic and identified a gap in the available literature related to
LLIs.
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS
Overview
This chapter presents the findings and analysis of the data collected through the
administration of a survey provided to the members of eleven different Osher Lifelong Learning
Institutes (OLLIs) throughout the United States. The purpose of this survey was to examine the
relationship between an individual’s involvement in Lifelong Learning Institutes and his or her
propensity for philanthropic giving to the institute or its host college or university.
Organization-Public Relationships Theory, which originates in the field of public
relations, provided a foundation by which to examine the relationships that LLIs (as
organizations) develop with their public (member participants). Hon and Grunig’s organizationpublic relationship framework (1999) help illuminate how the length, type, and frequency of
participation, as well as the level satisfaction and feelings of community may relate to an LLI
participant’s inclination to donate.
This chapter has eight sections. The first section presents the data collection and timeline.
The second identifies the demographic data collected and descriptive statistics created through
the administration of the survey. In the third, the researcher resents a reliability analysis of the
combined variables. The fourth section explores an analysis of each of the seven research
questions identified in Chapter 3 – Methodology, and the fifth provides a factor analysis of the
survey items. The six and seventh sections explore a one-way analysis of variance of the
composite variables and a discriminant analysis of the composite variables, respectively. The
eighth and final section summarizes the chapter.
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Data Collection and Timeline
The survey was administered to eleven Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLIs) in the
United States during August and September of 2019. The 2017-18 OLLI membership of those
institute is 14,082. A total of 1,716 completed responses were received for an estimated response
rate of 12.2%. The survey was administered via email by each OLLI Director who provided a
link to the survey on the common internet-based survey application Qualtrics. The survey was
open for a total of six weeks, and directors were asked to send an initial request for participation
and three reminders at their convenience during that time.
Demographic Data and Descriptive Data
A total of 1,716 surveys were completed by OLLI members. Members were asked to
identify demographic information about themselves and the ways in which they participate in
their OLLIs. The gender of the respondents was primarily female with 1,195 (69.6%) of the
survey respondents identifying as female, 511 (29.85%) identifying as male, and 10 (<1%)
preferring not to respond to a question regarding gender. A significant majority, 1,624 (94.6%),
identified as white or Caucasian, with 38 (2.2%) choosing to identify as other and 22 (1.3%) as
black or African American. Less than 1% of respondents identified as American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian, Hispanic or Latino, Native Hawaiian, or Other Pacific Islander
respectively.
The majority of responders (1,382 or 80.2%) indicated they have been participating in
OLLI for more than one year with only 19.5% participating for only one year or less (Table 4).
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Table 4
Length of Participation
Number of Years
0 - 1 years
2 - 4 years
5 - 9 years
10+ years

Members

%

334
622
492
268

19.5
36.2
28.7
15.6

The majority of responders (1,497 or 87.2%) are not alumnus/alumna of the institution at
which their OLLI is hosted (Table 5).
Table 5
Alumni Status
Category
Not an alumnus / alumna.
Earned an undergraduate degree
Earned a graduate degree
Earned both an undergraduate and graduate degree here

Members

%

1,497
92
85
42

87.2
5.4
5.0
2.4

Table 6 reveals that the majority members (1,518 or 88.5%) who responded to the survey
have not served in a leadership role for their OLLI, such as serving on the governing board,
executive committee, or leadership team.
Table 6
Leadership Roles
Category
No, has not served in a leadership role
Yes, served in a leadership role

Members

%

1,518
190

88.5
11.1

Although members may not have served in a leadership role, 35% or responding
members have volunteered in some capacity for their OLLI (Table 7).
Table 7
Volunteered
Category
No, has not volunteered
Yes, has volunteered
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Members

%

1,110
598

64.7
34.8

Table 8 denotes the frequency of participation in OLLI activities, programs, or meetings
within the past twelve months of completing the survey: the majority (58.1%) have participated
at least seven times, 37.1 % participated at least once, and only 4.5% did not participate at all.
Table 8
Participation in the Past 12 Months
Category
No activities, programs, or meetings
1 to 6 times
7 to 12 times
13 to 24 times
25 to 36 times
More than 36 times

Members

%

78
636
347
306
151
194

4.5
37.1
20.2
17.8
8.8
11.3

All seven research questions include the phrase “inclination to donate.” Table 9 presents
self-reported donation data for the OLLI members surveyed.
Table 9
Has Made One or More Financial Donations To
Category
My OLLI
The Institution that hosts my OLLI
Both my OLLI and the institution that hosts it
Neither my OLLI nor the host institution

Members

%

393
165
160
988

22.9
9.6
9.3
57.6

Less than half (41.8%) of all OLLI members surveyed indicate that they have donated at least
once to their OLLI, the institution that hosts their OLLI, or both their OLLI and the institution
that hosts it. The majority of respondents (57.6%) have not donated to either organization or
institution.
Reliability Analysis of Composite Variables
The researcher reviewed the six elements of Hon and Grunig’s original study (1999) and
identified three that appear relevant to the research questions in the study. The three elements are
Satisfaction, Commitment, and Communal Relationships; constructs which most closely align
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with the OLLI experience. Hon and Grunig’s original questions (1999) and the survey questions
adapted from them can be found in Appendix B. Additionally, the researcher created composite
variables out of a cluster of survey items and applied internal consistency measures using the
Cronbach reliability analysis.
The Satisfaction subscale was created by summing the responses to six items:







Survey Question 9: I am happy with my OLLI.
Survey Question 10: OLLI and people like me benefit from our shared relationship.
Survey Question 11: Most people like me are happy in their interactions with OLLI.
Survey Question 12: Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship that OLLI has
established with people like me.
Survey Question 13: Most people enjoy dealing with this OLLI.
Survey Question 14: I feel people like me are important to OLLI.

The Commitment subscales was created by summing up the responses to seven items:








Survey Question 15: I feel that OLLI is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to people
like me.
Survey Question 16: I can see that OLLI wants to maintain a relationship with people like
me.
Survey Question 17: There is a long-lasting bond between this OLLI and people like me.
Survey Question 18: Compared to other organizations, I value my relationship with OLLI
more.
Survey Question 19: I would rather engage together in learning with this OLLI than not.
Survey Question 20: I feel a sense of loyalty to my OLLI.
Survey Question 21: I feel a sense of loyalty to the institution that hosts my OLLI.

The Communal Relationship subscale was created by summing the responses to eight items:









Survey Question 22: OLLI enjoys giving others learning opportunities.
Survey Question 23: OLLI is very concerned about the learning needs of people like me.
Survey Question 24: OLLI is very concerned about the social needs of people like me.
Survey Question 25: I feel that OLLI is committed to people who are interested in learning.
Survey Question 26: I think that this OLLI succeeds by engaging people like me.
Survey Question 27: OLLI helps people like me without expecting anything in return.
Survey Question 28: I consider OLLI to be a particularly helpful organization.
Survey Question 29: I believe the college or university that hosts my OLLI values the
program.
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The Satisfaction subscale consisted of 6 items (α = .92), the Commitment subscale consisted of 7
items (α = .90), and the Communal Relationships subscale consisted of 8 items (α = .90). The
composite variables were found to be highly reliable (Table 10).
Table 10
Instrument Subscales
Subscales
Satisfaction
Commitment
Communal Relationships

No. Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

6
7
8

.92
.90
.90

Research Questions
Seven research questions were identified for the study. Each research question is restated,
an indication of whether or not a results analysis supported the question is provided, and the data
and statistics to support the finding follows.
Research Question 1: Length of Participation
Does length of participation in an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to
donate to the LLI or its host college or university? There was a statistically significant
relationship (χ2 (9, n=1,706) = 270.53, p <0.001) between the number of years of participation
and the inclination to donate. The most significant appears to be an inclination to donate to the
OLLI, followed by an inclination to donate to both the OLLI and the host institution (Table 11).
Table 11
Inclination to Donate by Years of Participation
Years
0 – 1 years
2 – 4 years
5 – 9 years
10+ years
Mean

Donate to OLLI

Donate to Host
Institution

Donate to Both
OLLI and Host
Institution

Donate to Neither

4.8%
20.0%
32.2%
35.8%
23.0%

10.6%
8.9%
8.6%
12.3%
9.7%

1.8%
4.4%
14.5%
20.9%
9.4%

82.8%
66.7%
44.7%
31.0%
57.9%
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Research Question 2: Alumni Relationship
Does an alumni relationship with the host college or university predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? There was a
statistically significant relationship (χ2 (9, n=1,706) = 171.81, p <0.001) between alumni status
and the inclination to donate. The most significant appears to be an inclination to donate to the
OLLI without being an Alumni followed by being both an Undergraduate Alumni and a
Graduate Alumni (Table 12).
Table 12
Inclination to Donate by Alumni Status
Alumni Status

Donate to Both
Donate to Host
Donate to OLLI
OLLI and Host
Institution
Institution

Donate to
Neither

Not an Alumni

24.5%

6.9%

7.6%

60.9%

Undergraduate Alumni

14.1%

25.0%

21.7%

39.1%

Graduate Alumni

14.1%

24.7%

22.4%

38.8%

Both Undergraduate and
Graduate

7.1%

42.9%

19.0%

31.0%

Research Question 3: Type of Participation
Does the type of participation in an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to
donate to the LLI or its host college or university? This research question is determined through
two distinct questions from the survey: survey question 7 asks whether or not respondents
currently serve or have ever served in a formal leadership role in their OLLI (such as member of
its governing board, executive committee, or leadership team); survey question 8 asks whether or
not respondents have ever volunteered for their OLLI in some capacity. There was a statistically
significant relationship (χ2 (3, n=1,698) = 59.28, p <0.001) between serving in a leadership role
and the inclination to donate. The most significant appears to be an inclination to donate if the
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member has served as a leader. Approximately 64% who have served as leaders are inclined to
donate whereas only 40% who have not served as leaders are inclined to donate (Table 13).
Table 13
Inclination to Donate by Leadership Service
Donate to Both
Donate to Host
OLLI and Host
Institution
Institution

Leadership Service

Donate to
OLLI

Donate to
Neither

Served as a Leader

31.9%

10.1%

21.8%

36.2%

Have NOT Served as a
Leader

22.0%

9.7%

7.8%

60.5%

There was a statistically significant relationship (χ2 (3, n=1,698) = 102.55, p <0.001)
between serving as a volunteer and the inclination to donate. The most significant appears to be
an inclination to donate if the member has served as a volunteer. Approximately 58% who have
served as a volunteer are inclined to donate whereas only 34% who have not served as a
volunteer are inclined to donate (Table 14).
Table 14
Inclination to Donate by Volunteering
Volunteer
Served as a
Volunteer
Have NOT Served
as a Volunteer

Donate to Both
OLLI and Host Donate to Neither
Institution

Donate to OLLI

Donate to Host
Institution

32.0%

10.4%

15.1%

42.4%

18.1%

9.2%

6.4%

66.3%

Research Question 4: Frequency of Participation
Does the frequency of participation in an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations
to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? Survey question 6 asked respondents to
indicate approximately how many times they have participated in OLLI activities, programs, or
meetings within the past 12 months. There was a statistically significant relationship (χ2 (15,
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n=1,702) = 128.59, p <0.001) between frequency of participation and the inclination to donate.
The most significant appears to be an inclination to donate to the OLLI as frequency of
participation increases. Of those who participated 36 or more times within the past 12 months,
66% were inclined to donate (Table 15).
Table 15
Inclination to Donate by Frequency of Participation
Frequency of
Donate to Both
Donate to Host
Participation in Past 12 Donate to OLLI
OLLI and Host
Institution
Months
Institution
18.2%
11.7%
2.6%
Not Participated
15.0%
12.7%
6.2%
1 – 6 Times
23.4%
8.4%
6.6%
7 – 12 Times
24.9%
7.5%
12.8%
13 – 24 Times
34.0%
4.0%
15.3%
25 – 36 Times
38.5%
9.4%
17.7%
More Than 36 Times

Donate to
Neither
67.5%
66.1%
61.6%
54.8%
46.7%
34.4%

Research Question 5: Level of Satisfaction
Does level of satisfaction (a composite variable) with an LLI predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? A chi-square test
of independence was performed to examine the relationship between inclination to donate
(giving behavior) and level of satisfaction. The relation between these variables was significant,
(χ2 (20, n=1,685) = 86.51, p <0.001) evidencing that the respondent’s level of satisfaction
(indicated by the composite score of how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements on
the Satisfaction subscale) with their OLLI predicted their likelihood of making a financial
donation to their OLLI and/or its hosting institution.
Research Question 6: Perceived Commitment
Does perceived commitment (a composite variable) to an LLI predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? A chi-square test
of independence was performed to examine the relationship between inclination to donate and
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perceived commitment. The relation between these variables was significant, (χ2 (26, n=1,677) =
113.36, p <0.001) evidencing that the respondent’s level of perceived commitment (indicated by
the composite score of how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements on the
Commitment subscale) to their OLLI predicted their likelihood of making a financial donation to
their OLLI and/or its hosting institution.
Research Question: 7 Perceived Communal Relationship
Does a perceived communal relationship (a composite variable) with an LLI predict
variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? A chisquare test of independence was performed to examine the relationship between inclination to
donate and perceived communal relationship. The relation between these variables was
significant (χ2 (27, n=1,675) = 89.44, p <0.001) evidencing that the respondent’s level of
perceived communal relationship (indicated by the composite score of how strongly they agreed
or disagreed with statements on the Communal Relationship subscale) with their OLLI predicted
their likelihood of making a financial donation to their OLLI and/or its host institution.
Significant relationships were found within each of the composite variables, and
correlation at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) was also found among the composite variables (Table 16).
Table 16
Correlation of Composite Variables

Donate

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Donate

Satisfaction

Commitment

1

.185**
.000
1685
1

.215**
.000
1677
.845**
.000
1674
1

1706
.185**
.000
Satisfaction
1685
.215**
.000
Commitment
1677
.187**
Communal
.000
Relationship
1675
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

1694
.845**
.000
1674
.812**
.000
1667
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1686
.852**
.000
1664

Communal
Relationship
.187**
.000
1675
.812**
.000
1667
.852**
.000
1664
1
1682

Factor Analysis
A factor analysis was completed on all survey items, and a rotated component matrix was
created (Table 17) which indicates that the majority of the items aligned with Hon & Gruig’s
Organization-Public Relationships Theory. The extraction method used was a Principal
Component Analysis, utilizing a Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. The rotation converged in
26 iterations
Table 17
Rotated Component Matrix of Survey Items and Composite Variables
Satisfaction

Survey Item

Commitment

Communal
Relationship

.735
.728
.765
.791
.707
.686
.723
.700
.643

SQ 9. Happy with OLLI
SQ 10. Benefit
SQ 11. Happy in Interactions
SQ 12. Pleased with Relationship
SQ 13. Enjoy Dealing with OLLI
SQ 14. Important to OLLI
SQ 15.OLLI Maintains Commitment
SQ 16. OLLI Maintains Relationship
SQ 17. Bond with OLLI
SQ 18. Value OLLI Relationship More than Other Orgs
SQ 19. Desire to Engage Learning with OLLI
SQ 20. Sense of Loyalty to OLLI
SQ 21. Sense of Loyalty to Host Institution
SQ 22. OLLI Enjoys Giving Learning Opportunities
SQ 23. OLLI Concerned with Learning Needs
SQ 24. OLLI Concerned with Social Needs
SQ 25. OLLI Committed to Interested Learners
SQ 26. OLLI Succeeds by Engaging People
SQ 27. OLLI Expects Nothing in Return
SQ 28. OLLI As A Particularly Helpful Organization
SQ 29. Hosting College or University Values the OLLI
SQ = Survey Question

.696
.677
.712
.606
.611
.572
.607
.630
.607
.685

One-Way Analysis of Variance Analysis
The objective of the discriminant model was to establish whether a model existed that
significantly increased the researcher’s ability to accurately explain the patterning of discrimant
function analysis weights. The discriminant analysis technique was found to be appropriate since
the dependent variable, donating (Did Donate and Did NOT Donate), is a dichotomous variable
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(Klecka, 1980). The examined model included three predictors which provided the researcher
with a model that was both substantively and statistically significant. The discriminant model
aimed at maximizing the researcher’s ability to correctly classify subjects on the dependent
variable, defined as whether or not the subjects in the study fell in the donating group.
The first step in examining the discriminant model was to compare the group means on
each of the independent variables (Table 18). The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
procedure was used to compare the two groups (Did Donate and Did NOT Donate). Of the three
composite variables on which comparisons were made, the groups were found to be statistically
different on all three variables.
As shown in Table 18, the variables on which the groups were significantly different
were Satisfaction, Commitment, and Communal Relationship. This means that the discriminant
function analysis model was statistically significant. Table 18 presents the one-way ANOVA
results of the discriminating variable means, F-ratio, and probabilities associated with each
variable by donation status.
Table 18
Group Means of Independent Variables
Discriminating Variable*

Group

Did Donate
n = 718
27.85
30.79
35.90

Did NOT Donate
n =988
26.52
28.82
34.17

Satisfaction
Commitment
Communal Relationship
*Descriptions of composite variables are provided in Appendix B

F-ratio

p

59.42
81.32
60.75

< .001
< .001
< .001

Discriminant Analysis
A discriminant function analysis was completed on the data: the participants were divided
into two groups – Did Donate and Did NOT Donate for the Donate dependent variable.
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In the analysis, the factored three composite variables (Satisfaction, Commitment, and
Communal Relationship) were used as an independent variable set. Table 19 identifies the
dependent variable used in the discriminant function analysis, the most discriminating variables
and their discriminant weights, and sample sizes for the groups.
Table 19
Unstandardized Discriminant Weights of the Instrument Composite Variables as Dependent
Variable
Did Donate
Did NOT Donate
Independent variables
n = 718
n =988
1.544
1.523
Satisfaction
-.516
-.615
Commitment
1.240
1.252
Communal Relationship

As can be seen in the results in Table 19, the most important independent variables
contributing to the linear discriminant functions predicting group membership for the Donate
variable in descending order were Satisfaction, Communal Relationship, and Commitment. Of
interest as well are the weight and direction of two of the composite variables: (positive)
Satisfaction and Communal Relationship.
The results of the discriminant analysis show that a substantively and statistically
significant model exists that enhanced the researcher’s ability to accurately predict participant
classification into Did Donate or Did NOT Donate groups based on Satisfaction, Commitment
and Communal Relationship, and composite variables. All the model variables made significant
differences between the two groups, but since the dependent variable consisted of two levels,
only one discriminant function could be generated. The discriminant function analysis reveals
significant (p <0.001) group differences for each independent variable. The canonical correlation
(r = 0.217) indicates the function is weakly related to the levels in the dependent variable.
Squaring this value produces the effect size, which reveals that 5% of function variance is
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accounted for by the dependent variable. The overall Wilk’s lambda was significant, Л = 0.953,
χ2 (3, n = 1716) = 79.57, p < 0.001), and indicates that the function of predictors significantly
differentiated between the two groups. Evaluation of the standardized discriminant function
coefficients reveals that Commitment (0.964) had the highest loading, followed by Satisfaction
(0.161), and Communal Relationship (-0.121).
Classification results reveal that 69% were correctly classified into the Did Donate group
while 52% were classified into the Did NOT Donate group. The means of the discriminant
functions are consistent with the aforementioned results. Did Donate had a function mean of
0.260 while Did NOT Donate had a mean of -0.191 suggesting that participants with high scores
on Satisfaction, Commitment and Communal Relationship composite variables are likely to be
classified donors. In considering the patterning of discriminant weights for the various
independent variables, weights were slightly higher for the Did Donate group than for the Did
NOT Donate group.
Summary
Chapter 4 – Findings presented the results of the myriad demographic and statistical
measures used to confirm the relationships and correlations between a variety of variables and
composite variables identified for the purposes of this study. The data collection process and
timeline were identified; the demographic data and descriptive statistics were provided; a
reliability analysis of the composite variables was offered; the seven research questions were
investigated; and a factor analysis of all the survey items was presented. Finally, all null
hypotheses were rejected, and the variables of interest were evidenced as statistically significant
predictors of inclination to donate.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Overview
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between an individual’s
involvement in Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLIs) and his or her propensity for
philanthropic giving to the institute or its host college or university using a quantitative survey
focused on demographic, participation behaviors, and composite variables. The data analysis
focused on the inclinations of members to donate in the context of the demographic data,
participation behaviors, and composite variables. Background, limitations, discussion of
findings, implications, recommendations, and areas for future study are detailed in the following
sections.
Background
The impact of Lifelong Learning Institutes on individual members has been explored
through both qualitative and quantitative studies (Brady, Carlisle, & Neidy, 2013; Hansen,
Brady, & Thaxton, 2016; Kim & Merriam, 2004; Lamb & Brady, 2005; Martin, 2002; and
Talmage et.al, 2019), but the available literature related to the giving relationship between the
LLI provider and the LLI member is somewhat sparse and may provide an opportunity to hosting
institutions.
The findings presented as part of this research study illustrate the relationships that OLLI
members develop with their hosting institutions and can inform those administrators to improve
philanthropic giving. The researcher examined several variables using quantitative statistical
methods and found that length of participation, type of participation, frequency of participation,
level of satisfaction, perceptions of commitment, and perceptions of communal relationship have
a positive impact on the inclination to give, regardless of alumni status. The data from this
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survey suggests more intentional actions by hosting institution administrators and OLLI directors
may increase members’ inclinations to donate.
The seven research questions of the study were organized around three areas: alumni
status; length, type, and frequency of participation; and three composite variables related to
strength of the relationship. For each research question the null hypothesis was rejected.
Limitations
The data successfully rejected the null hypotheses for each research question, but there
are limitations to the study. First, the validity and reliability of this study are only applicable to
Osher Lifelong Learning Institutes (OLLIs), not other types of Lifelong Learning Institutes
(LLIs) as identified in Chapter 2 – Literature Review. Second, the response rate for the study can
only be estimated as the method of survey administration (with surveys being forwarded by
OLLI program directors) obscured any distinction between non-respondents and unsuccessful
survey delivery. However, this was an acceptable limitation given that response rates to online
surveys are generally lower than paper-based surveys (Nulty, 2008); older adults tend to have
lower response rates to online surveys than younger participants (Palonen, Kaunonen, & AstedtKurki, 2016), yet older adults are more inclined to participate in a survey if they know the person
requesting participation (Edelman et al., 2013). Regardless of this concern, the email approach
was the most practical given the resources available and enabled the researcher to contact a
larger sample pool than could have been contacted using other methods that require more time or
resources. Regardless of this concern, the email approach was the most practicable given the
resources available, and enabled the researcher to contact a larger sample pool than could have
been contacted using other methods that consume more time or financial resources, Third, while
there were enough responses to run accurate statistical tests on the respondents, it is not possible
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to determine the representativeness of the resulting sample or the potential for any non-response
bias since that data is not available to the researcher.
Discussion of Findings
The first research question examined the relationship between length of participation in
an OLLI and philanthropic giving to the OLLI or its host college or university.
Major Finding RQ1: Does length of participation in an LLI predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? There is a
statistically significant positive relationship (χ2 (9, n=1,706) = 270.53, p <0.001) between the
number of years of participation and the inclination to donate. The most significant appears to be
an inclination to donate to the OLLI, followed by an inclination to donate to both the OLLI and
the host institution. This relationship can be expected given that a member who is more familiar
with an organization is more likely to donate to that organization and that the length of the
relationship may influence the inclination to give.
The second research question investigated the relationship between alumni status and
philanthropic giving to the OLLI or its host college or university.
The second research question investigated the relationship between alumni status and
philanthropic giving to the OLLI or its host college or university.
Major Finding RQ2: Does an alumni relationship with the host college or university
predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
There was a statistically significant relationship (χ2 (9, n=1,706) = 171.81, p <0.001) between
alumni status and the inclination to donate. OLLI members who are not alumni of the host
institution are more likely to donate only to their OLLI than to both their OLLI and the host
institution or the host institution alone. In contrast, OLLI members who were undergraduate
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and/or graduate alumni of the host institution were more likely to give to either the host
institution or both the OLLI and the host institution, than to their OLLI alone. This distinction
may be attributable to the diffusion of member attention and resources. OLLI members who are
not alumni of the host intuition may not necessarily feel a relationship or commitment to the host
institution and may be less likely to receive communications and fundraising outreach from that
institution. In contrast, members who are also alumni may feel greater a relationship and
commitment to the host institution and therefore may be more likely to receive ongoing
communications and fundraising outreach from that institution. Given that attention and
resources are finite, the diffusion of attention may lead to the diffusion of resources.
The third research question explored the relationship between type of participation in an
OLLI and philanthropic giving to donate to the OLLI or its host college or university.
Major Finding RQ3: Does the type of participation in an LLI predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? This research
question was determined through two distinct questions: survey question 7 asks whether or not
respondents currently serve or have ever served in a formal leadership role in their OLLI (such as
member of its governing board, executive committee, or leadership team); survey question 8 asks
whether or not respondents have ever volunteered for their OLLI in some capacity. There was a
statistically significant relationship (χ2 (3, n=1,698) = 59.28, p <0.001) between serving in a
formal leadership role and the inclination to donate. Approximately 64% of members who have
served in such roles are inclined to donate whereas only 40% of OLLI members who have not
served as a leader are inclined to donate.
There was also a statistically significant and positive relationship (χ2 (3, n=1,698) =
102.55, p <0.001) between serving as a volunteer and the inclination to donate. Approximately
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58% of members who have served as a volunteer are inclined to donate whereas only 34% of
members who have not served are inclined to donate. Much like RQ1, these two relationships are
expected given that a member who is more familiar with an organization is more likely to donate
and that holding a leadership role or volunteering breeds familiarity, and may influence the
inclination to give.
The fourth research question examined the relationship between frequency of
participation in an OLLI and philanthropic giving to the OLLI or its host college or university.
Major Finding RQ4: Does the frequency of participation in an LLI predict variance in
individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? There was a
statistically significant, positive relationship (χ2 (15, n=1,702) = 128.59, p <0.001) between
frequency of participation and the inclination to donate. Of those respondents who participated in
OLLI events and activities 36 or more times within the past 12 months, 66% were inclined to
donate. Much like RQ1 and RQ3, this relationship is expected given that a member who is more
familiar with an organization is more likely to donate to that organization; and that frequent
participation increases familiarity with the organization and its needs, and thereby an inclination
to donate.
The fifth, sixth, and seventh research questions utilized composite variables adapted from
Hon and Grunig’s (1999) study and Broom, Casey, and Ritchey’s (2000) Organization-Public
Relationships Theory which explored how elements of satisfaction, perceived commitment, and
perceived communal relationship may influence a member to donate to the organization.
Major Finding RQ5: Does level of satisfaction (a composite variable) with an LLI predict
variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university? The
relationship between these variables was significant, (χ2 (20, n=1,685) = 86.51, p <0.001)
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evidencing that the respondent’s level of satisfaction (indicated by the composite score of how
strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements on the Satisfaction subscale) with their OLLI
predicted their likelihood of making a financial donation to their OLLI and/or its host institution.
Major Finding RQ6: Does perceived commitment (a composite variable) to an LLI
predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college or university?
A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relationship between
inclination to donate and perceived commitment. The relation between these variables was
significant (χ2 (26, n=1,677) = 113.36, p <0.001) evidencing that the respondent’s level of
perceived commitment (indicated by the composite score of how strongly they agreed or
disagreed with statements on the Commitment subscale) to their OLLI predicted their likelihood
of making a financial donation to their OLLI and/or its host institution.
Major Finding RQ7: Does a perceived communal relationship (a composite variable)
with an LLI predict variance in individuals’ inclinations to donate to the LLI or its host college
or university? A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relationship
between inclination to donate and perceived communal relationship. The relation between these
variables was significant (χ2 (27, n=1,675) = 89.44, p <0.001) evidencing that the respondent’s
level of perceived communal relationship (indicated by the composite score of how strongly they
agreed or disagreed with statements on the Communal Relationship subscale) with their OLLI
predicted their likelihood of making a financial donation to their OLLI and/or its host institution.
Significant relationships were found within each of the composite variables, and
correlation at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) was also found among the composite variables. While the
significance is somewhat weaker within the composite variables than within the variables
associated with alumni status and participation, they are still strong enough to support the
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conclusions drawn from Broom, Casey, and Ritchey’s (2000) Organization-Public Relationships
Theory which asserts that focusing on satisfaction, commitment, and communal relationship can
influence the positive feelings a member has concerning an organization and thereby increase
their inclination to donate.
Recommendations
The literature about LLIs and specifically OLLIs continues to emerge out of academe.
These programs for older engaged adults are typically hosted at colleges and universities
throughout the United States. The learning and social benefits to participant/members have been
explored through both qualitative and quantitative means, but the potential financial benefits to
the programs and their host institutions have not been explored as deeply. This study serves as a
foundation to explore that potentiality.
Data from the existing literature and this study suggest that increasing the engagement of
members may increase their propensity to donate to the programs or the host institutions. The
survey results of this study were informative to understanding the giving behaviors of OLLI
members as they relate to numerous aspects of relationships and types of engagement. However,
the data also suggests that a pre-existing alumni relationship is not a strong indicator of an
inclination to donate. Based on the findings from the study, in order to influence an individual’s
inclination to donate it is necessary to provide engagement opportunities such as volunteering or
leadership, offer more opportunities for participation, and build on the relationship between the
organization and the member. It is clear that opportunities exist to influence the donating
behavior of OLLI members, and OLLI program directors are in the position to create and
coordinate these opportunities. Below are the following recommendations that emerged based on
the findings in this study:
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1. Institutions of higher education should recognize the potential of OLLI members to donate
and provide resources to foster the giving relationship.
2. Institutions of higher education should consider that engaged OLLI members are inclined to
donate regardless of alumni relationship and include them in institution-wide fundraising
efforts.
3. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their programming committees, should
increase the variety of programming options in order to increase the frequency of
participation.
4. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees, should
develop additional leadership opportunities in order to increase the number of members who
consider themselves leaders of the organization.
5. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees, should
develop term limits for leadership roles in order to increase the number of members who
consider themselves leaders of the organization.
6. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees, should
identify and implement various volunteer roles – outside of leadership roles – in order to
increase the number of members who consider themselves more connected to the
organization.
7. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees, should
engage in analysis and strategic planning related to the concept of satisfaction with the
program.
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8. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees should
engage in analysis and strategic planning related to the concept of commitment to the
program.
9. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with their leadership committees, should
engage in analysis and strategic planning related to the concept of sense of communal
relationship with the program.
10. OLLI program directors, working in cooperation with OLLI stakeholders, should review and
discuss the results of this study with each other in order to inform strategic planning efforts.
These recommendations will be shared with the OLLI program directors whose members
participated in the study
Areas for Future Study
It is the responsibility of all stakeholders (OLLI directors, staff, volunteer leadership, and
volunteers) to assure that OLLIs exist as a learning option for older adults. In order to make
research-based decisions, studies such as this need to be expanded upon to provide direction and
planning for improvements. Suggestions for prospective studies include the following:
1. Repeat this study, taking a multi-method approach to survey administration (e.g., online but
also with mail, phone, or in-person options) since a study of differences in survey response
rates among older adults have suggested that “the best way to ensure high response rates
involving people aged 60 or older is to collect data in the presence of the researcher;
response rates are lowest in posted surveys and settings where the researcher is not present
when data are collected” (Palonen, Kaunonen, & Astedt-Kurki, 2016).
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2. Repeat this study, but obtain preliminary descriptive information about the sample
population, to the extent possible, so that differences in responders vs. non-responders may
be examined.
3. Use a qualitative or mixed methods approach to examine the same subject to yield findings
that were not possible in a quantitative study. For example, interviews of OLLI members,
program directors, and/or institutional leadership may provide valuable understanding into
the underlying dynamics of how and why phenomena such as participation, commitment, and
satisfaction relate to philanthropic giving, and what strategies may work well for increasing
these behaviors and attitudes among OLLI members.
4. Engage in focus group research that allows the researcher to discover the narrative
connection between leadership and volunteering and an inclination to donate.
5. Analyze the qualitative responses from this study’s survey question, “I have not made a
financial donation (outside of membership or fees) to my OLLI nor the host institution
because:” to explore members’ rationales for not donating.
6. Explore the data from this survey more deeply as the data set may yield insights regarding
relationships between gender, ethnicity, and philanthropic behavior that may help target
fundraising efforts.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between an individual’s
involvement in OLLIs and his or her propensity for philanthropic giving to the institute or its
host college or university utilizing quantitative research methodologies which focused on the
relationships that LLIs (as organizations) develop with their public (member participants). Hon
and Grunig’s organization-public relationship framework (1999) helped illuminate how the
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length, type, and frequency of participation, as well as the level satisfaction, commitment, and
feelings of community may relate to an LLI participant’s inclination to donate. Improving the
inclination to donate, and thereby increasing resources for OLLIs at colleges and universities
throughout the United States, may help meet the growing demand among older adults for
engaged learning activities. Utilizing survey research methods, this study addressed whether an
inclination to donate was correlated with the length, type, and frequency of participation, as well
as the level of satisfaction, commitment, and feelings of community.
The research found that length, type, and frequency of participation, as well as the level
of satisfaction, commitment, and feelings of community were positive predictors of an OLLI
member’s inclination to donate. Alumni status, however, was not necessarily a good predictor.
Based on these findings, ten recommendations were provided to assist OLLIs with increasing
behaviors and relationships that are associated with an increased inclinations of philanthropic
giving among OLLI members.
Specific recommendations for future studies include an analysis of qualitative data set
collected from this survey to explore barriers to donating. Additionally, analyzing survey results
by gender and ethnicity may provide more insight into any potential interactions between
philanthropic giving, individual demographics, and participation, satisfaction, commitment, and
feelings of community. The results of these suggested studies may help inform specific direction
for strategic initiatives.
This study adds to the literature about older adult learning, LLIs, OLLIs, and
philanthropic giving. It also provides direction for future strategic initiatives of existing OLLIs to
preserve their survival in an increasingly under-resourced higher education environment.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT
Dear OLLI /Osher Member:
You are invited to participate in a research study titled Exploring the Relationship between
Members of Lifelong Learning Institutes and Host Institutions.
You are receiving this invitation because you have been identified by your OLLI (Osher Lifelong
Learning Institute) Director as a member of your OLLI /Osher.
This study is being conducted by Jon C. Neidy, former Director of the Osher Lifelong Learning
Institute (OLLI) at Bradley University, and his dissertation research committee from the
Department of Educational Administration and Foundations at Illinois State University.
Its purpose is to examine your relationship with your OLLI, including your frequency and types
of participation, your satisfaction and feelings of community with your OLLI, and your
experiences (if any) with financially supporting your OLLI / Osher or the institution that hosts
your OLLI / Osher.
While you will not experience any direct benefits from participation, information collected in
this study may benefit OLLIs nationwide in the future by better understanding relationships
between members and OLLIs.
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a brief electronic survey. Your
participation in this study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw your participation from this
study at any time. The survey should take only 10 minutes to complete.
This survey has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Illinois State University and
reviewed by the Osher National Resource Center Research Review Committee.
There are no risks associated with participating in this study beyond those you encounter in
everyday life. The survey collects no identifying information of any respondent. All of your
responses in the survey will be recorded anonymously. After your de-identified data has been
collected, it will be used in doctoral dissertation research, and may be used in other research
projects. The findings from this study will be disseminated anonymously.
To participate, please click on the "I consent" button below and complete the survey no later than
August 23, 2019.
By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating your consent to participate in the
study
Because this survey does not collect any identifying information, you may receive periodic
follow-up reminders from your OLLI Director. If you have completed the survey, you may
disregard these.
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If you have any questions regarding this survey or this research project in general, please contact
Jon C. Neidy at neidy@bradley.edu or his advisor Dr. Diane Dean at drdean@ilstu.edu.
If you have any questions concerning your rights as a research participant, please contact the IRB
of Illinois State University at REC@IllinoisState.edu.
Jon C. Neidy, Doctoral Candidate
Illinois State University Advisor Dr. Diane Dean
Department of Educational Administration and Foundations
Illinois State University
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONS
Section 1: Participation and Demographics
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Which college or university hosts your OLLI or the OLLI where you spend the most time?
How long have you been participating in your OLLI?
Would you consider yourself an active member?
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
Are you an alumnus / alumna of your OLLI Host Institution?
Your gender?
Your age?
Your ethnicity?
Approximately how many times within the past 12 months have you participated in OLLI
activities, programs, or meetings?
10. Do you currently or have you ever served in a formal leadership role in your OLLI, such as
member of its governing board, executive committee, or leadership team?
11. Do you currently or have you ever volunteered for your OLLI?
Section 2: Satisfaction
Survey Question
12. I am happy with my OLLI.
13. OLLI and people like me benefit from our
shared relationship.
14. Most people like me are happy in their
interactions with OLLI.
15. Generally speaking, I am pleased with the
relationship that OLLI has established
with people like me.
16. Most people enjoy dealing with this
OLLI.
17. I feel people like me are important to
OLLI

Original Question
I am happy with this organization.
Both the organization and people like me
benefit from the relationship.
Most people like me are happy in their
interactions with this organization.
Generally speaking, I am pleased with the
relationship this organization has established
with people like me.
Most people enjoy dealing with this
organization.
I feel people like me are important to this
organization,
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Section 3: Commitment
Survey Question
18. I feel that OLLI is trying to maintain a
long-term commitment to people like me.
19. I can see that OLLI wants to maintain a
relationship with people like me.
20. There is a long-lasting bond between this
OLLI and people like me.
21. Compared to other organizations, I value
my relationship with OLLI more.
22. I would rather engage together in learning
with this OLLI than not.
23. I feel a sense of loyalty to my OLLI.
24. I feel a sense of loyalty to the
institution that hosts my OLLI.

Original Question
I feel that this organization is trying to
maintain a long-term commitment to people
like me.
I can see that this organization wants to
maintain a relationship with people like me.
There is a long-lasting bond between this
organization and people like me.
Compared to other organizations, I value my
relationship with this organization more.
I would rather work together with this
organization than not.
I feel a sense of loyalty to this organization.

Section 4: Communal Relationship
Survey Question
25. OLLI enjoys giving others learning
opportunities.
26. OLLI is very concerned about the learning
needs of people like me.
27. OLLI is very concerned about the social
needs of people like me.
28. I feel that OLLI is committed to people
who are interested in learning.
29. I think that this OLLI succeeds by
engaging people like me.
30. OLLI helps people like me without
expecting anything in return.
31. I consider OLLI to be a particularly
helpful organization.
32. I believe the college or university that
hosts my OLLI values the program.

Original Question
This organization does not especially enjoy
giving others aid. (Reversed)
This organization is very concerned about the
welfare of people like me.

I feel that this organization takes advantage of
people who are vulnerable.
(Reversed)
I think that this organization succeeds by
stepping on other people.
(Reversed)
This organization helps people like me
without expecting anything in return.
I don’t consider this to be a particularly
helpful organization. (Reversed)
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Section 5: Giving Behavior
33. I have made one or more financial donations outside of my membership or fees to:
34. My total financial donation (outside of membership or fees) has been in the:
35. I have not made a financial donation (outside of membership or fees) to my OLLI nor the
host institution because:
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